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Prologue 


People who for years had been denied their pasts have 
begun searching for their own identities. . . . This revival 

of history ushers in a new era... 
(President George Bush, addressing the United Nations 
General Assembly, 23 September 1991) 


The Genesis of this Book 


Unless President Bush was very much mistaken, identity— 
both group and personal—is one of the major engines of 
contemporary political and cultural change. What the late 
sociologist Norbert Elias called ‘the cult of self-consciousness’, 
and others label the ‘politics of difference’, seems to have 
reached a fever pitch both on the streets and in the study. As I 
wrote, a civil war raged in the ex-Yugoslav republic of Bosnia- 
Herzegovina, the majority of whose population see themselves 
as radically differentiated ethnically from the politically 
dominant Serbs. What is left of the former Soviet Union has 
become a not very cordial entente of competing republics and 
opposed ethnic groups—the ‘unified team’ that competed in 
another sense at the Barcelona Olympics did so for the first 
and almost certainly the last time. In the United States, 
Hispanics and Blacks and women struggle in their different 
ways, sometimes physically violent ones, to define a space 
for themselves within the contested arenas of a public culture 
that is no longer viewed in the relatively positive terms of a 
‘melting-pot’. Here, finally, on the mean streets of a decayed 
post-industrial Britain poor, unemployed youths riot partly in 
order to demonstrate that they too have a social identity and a 
life to live that are no less valuable to them for having been 
marginalized by the ‘free market’. There is no reason to 
suppose that these specific examples, only a small selection of 
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those available, will not be replaced or supplemented by more 
of the same for the foreseeable future. 

Academics tend to express their views in less physical, if not 
always less violent, ways. Of late, group identity—whether 
based on gender, class, ethnicity, race, religion, or sexual 
preference—has appropriately preoccupied a wide range of 
social science, historical, and literary-cultural disciplines, 
generating many theoretical and empirical disagreements. 
Among all these, the concept of alterity has nevertheless 
found a large measure of favour. This is by no means a 
new word in English (though ‘otherness’ does appear to be 
neologistic), but it owes its current popularity chiefly to the 
inspiration of Emmanuel Levinas, a Lithuanian Jew by origin 
who along with many other oppressed European Jewish 
intellectuals migrated to Paris (‘Vilna on the Seine’) between 
the two World Wars. 

As redefined and reconstituted by Levinas, alterity has 
come to mean in particular the condition of difference and 
exclusion suffered by an ‘out’ group against which a dominant 
group and its individual members define themselves negatively 
in ideally polarized opposition. It is perhaps no surprise that 
this redefinition should have been the achievement of a Jew, a 
representative of Europe’s longest-established ‘other’ group. 
‘Jew’, indeed, encapsulates alterity in the fullest sense, in that 
together with its antonym ‘gentile’ it constitutes a logical 
polarity. The two terms of the opposition, that is, are not only 
mutually exclusive but jointly exhaustive, since all human 
beings are by definition, from this point of view, either Jews 
or gentiles (though the term ‘gentile’ no longer carries its 
original etymological sense of ‘having a nation’). It is with 
such binary polarities of Classical Greek thought and culture 
that the present study will be principally concerned. l 

Shortly after the last War Simone de Beauvoir gave Levinas’s 
altérité a wider currency in her now classic Le Deuxiéme Sexe 
(1949). But in English at least it remained a sufficiently alien 
import for de Beauvoir’s English translator (1953) to feel the 
need to apologize for using the seemingly outlandish term 
‘alterity’. Thus it was that the conception and construction of 
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‘woman’ as ‘other’—that is, not merely different in terms of 
sexual biology, a fact of ‘nature’, but deemed categorically 
Opposite and inferior in terms of gender, a fact (or factoid?) of 
‘culture’—entered the mainstream of English-language social 
thought. It was also by this route that the concept of ‘alterity’ 
eventually penetrated my Own consciousness, there to lie 
dormant for many years until I was approached to contribute a 
volume on the ancient Greek world to the OPUS series, 

By then the emphasis of my historical interests and researches 
had opportunely shifted away from the material (social and 
economic) and the political (broadly interpreted) to the intel- 
lectual or social-psychological. In common with many of my 
peers, and under the particular influence of structuralist social 
anthropology and cultural history, I had become especially 
concerned to interpret and understand the mindset or mentality 
of the Greeks, the underlying and often unconscious spiritual 
and cultural mechanisms that made them ‘tick’. 

‘The Greeks’, however, is an abstraction, and, at times. an 
inconvenient one. Herodotus may have thought that he could 
usefully define to Hellénikon, literally ‘the Greek thing’ or 
‘Greekness’, in terms of common blood, language, religion, 
and mores (see Chapter 3). But not only did he have to omit 
political institutions or structures from his definition in order 
to do so, when there were well Over a thousand separate 
Greek political communities who could never form more than 
local, shortlived, and usually imposed interstate ties. He also 
had to create the fiction of genetic homogeneity and gloss over 
important differences of dialect, religion, and mores within the 
broadly ‘Hellenic’ world. In other words, to Hellénikon was no 
less of an ideological construct than, say, Christendom was in 
the Middle Ages or ‘the Arab world’ is today. 

On the other hand, it was no more of an artificial construct 
than those, either. ‘Greekness’, that is to say, had at least 
enough purchase on reality to allow of a definition that was 
not purely wishful thinking. Even if it had relatively little 
tangible impact in the sphere of practical politics, it certainly 
was enormously influential in the cultural arena within which 
Herodotus himself introduced it, the domain of historiography. 
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The writing of history, arguably, was a distinctively Greek 
form of intellectual activity, if not a Greek invention (Chapter 
2). Not the least of its effects from Herodotus onwards, irres- 
pective of its openly announced aims, was to forge or underpin 
a properly ‘Greek’ self-consciousness among its audience or 
readers. It was this social-psychological function that put me 
on the track of the governing idea of this book. Why not 
pursue and examine what made the Greeks ‘tick’ by exploring 
how they represented themselves, and others, to themselves in 
works of history, the stuff of which was supposedly objective 
factual knowledge? 

Further reflection, however, made it plain that this approach 
would not take me nearly far enough along the right track. For 
was not ‘history’ itself a problematic notion in its ancient 
Greek context, in relation to, Say, ‘myth’ (Chapter 2)? And 
whose history was it that we should be studying, history for 
whom as well as of whom? Here, surely, was a much more 
promising line. For the ideal ancient reader of Herodotus and 
his Greek historian successors, the reader whose values they 
regularly assumed or invoked was the citizen, the fully paid-up 
member of the club the Greeks called the polis. In the Classical 
fifth and fourth centuries Bce that club was virtually closed 
to free, adult, male Greeks distributed according to ethnic 
assumptions among the hundreds of poleis (Chapter 5). This in 
turn brought me back to alterity, othering, and polarity. For 
the characteristically ‘Greek’ way of defining the citizen was 
precisely by negative polar opposition to a whole series of 
‘others’—the unfree, minors, females, and non-Greeks, not to 
mention those omnipresent and omnipotent superhumans, the 
gods. Hence there arose the undergraduate lecture course at 
Cambridge (1989-93) on which the present, much abbreviated, 
text is based: ‘The Greeks and the “Other” in the Writing of 
History’. 


The Greeks and ‘Us’ 


My lecture course began and ended with reflections on the 
Greek heritage or legacy, the Greeks and ‘Us’. These were 
prompted by such remarks as the following, included in an 
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essay on ‘The Freedom of Oedipus’, by a leading expert on 
ancient Hellenic culture: ‘Both of these extremes [suppression 
of freedom and anarchy] are of course repugnant to the human 
spirit and especially to that of the West, which is that of the 
Greeks’ (Knox 1990a: 55). Similar views have been expressed 
in two recent general books on the same subject of freedom, 
by Jacqueline de Romilly (1989) and Orlando Patterson (1991). 
In all three writings there are to be found the implicit assump- 
tion and even the explicit assertion that freedom, one of the 
West’s most cherished ideal values, was invented or discovered 
by the Greeks in pretty much the same form or forms in which 
it is cherished by ‘us’ today. Knox and Patterson, to be fair, do 
not suppress or palliate the fact of slavery in ancient Greece. 
But neither do they doubt that there is a continuum, or at any 
rate an evolutionary progression, from the Greeks to us in 
‘our’ shared positive evaluation of freedom. My own reading 
of the Greek historians, and of other privileged cultural texts 
from Classical Greece such as the surviving Athenian tragic 
and comic dramas, has persuaded me otherwise, indeed almost 
diametrically so (Chapter 6). For me, as a modern commentator 
on Greek tragedy once put it, the ancient Greeks are in 
crucial cultural respects, ideological no less than institutional, 
‘desperately foreign’ (Jones 1962; see further our Epilogue). 


The Savage Greeks 


Let us stay briefly with ideas of freedom. Benjamin Constant, 
reacting violently in 1819 against some French Revol- 
utionaries’ attempted appropriation of ancient Greece, dis- 
tinguished sharply—perhaps too sharply, but still in my view 
rightly—between ‘the liberty of the Ancients’ and ‘the liberty 
of the Moderns’ (Constant 1988: 307-28); the distinction he 
drew depended on their incommensurably different construc- 
tions and evaluations of the individual’s status and function in 
relation to the community or State. From Constant through 
Fustel de Coulanges, Emile Durkheim, and Louis Gernet, and 
thence on to J.-P. Vernant and his ‘Paris School’, there is 
traceable in French scholarship on the Greeks an unbroken 
line of thought that stresses the Greeks’ essential difference, 
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even ‘otherness’, from ‘us’ in crucial areas of awareness and 
representation of Self. 

That line of thought has intersected, fruitfully in my view, 
with the ‘anthropologization’ approach inaugurated a century 
earlier than Constant by the Jesuit missionary J.-F. Lafitau in 
1724. Briefly stated, the anthropologizers suggested that, if the 
Greeks were not merely earlier versions of themselves, with 
(most obviously) an immeasurably less sophisticated technolo- 
gical toolkit, then perhaps they were more usefully to be 
compared to and interpreted in the light of the so-called primi- 
tive peoples targeted by European colonial expansion. The 
fact that the Classical Greeks were polytheists and practised 
animal sacrifice as a central ritual of their religion was a 
great encouragement towards such relativistic anthropologi- 
zation. So too, more recently, has been Claude Lévi-Strauss’s 
‘structural’ anthropology. The binary oppositions he detects 
in, and uses as a key to explaining, the myths of contemporary 
Amazonian or North-west Pacific Coast Indians bear an uncanny 
resemblance to the ‘polarity’ that informed Classical Greek 
social and political thought (see Chapter 1). 

On the other hand, there are or should be limits to the 
‘othering’ of the Greeks. The case of Athenian tragic and comic 
theatre marks them out rather nicely (Epilogue). No doubt, 
the DWEMs (‘Dead White European Males’) like Aeschylus 
& Co. who have provided us with the bulk of our extant 
evidence for Classical Greek culture ought not to have a 
monopoly claim on our attention; but it is hard simply to 
ignore or even consciously to marginalize them. One alternative 
Strategy is to stress the racially or ethnically distinct inputs that 
went into the making of Classical Greek culture, especially 
those from the Semitic East and the Negroid South. But 
though superficially attractive, politically speaking, this runs 
up against insuperable obstacles on empirical grounds (Chapters 
3 and 7). My aim therefore will be, in Edward Gibbon’s 
phrase, to ‘hold the balance with a steady and equal hand’. 


Legacy for Whom? 
But not with a dead hand. For although, and indeed especially 
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because, the Greeks are not in fact ‘like us’, their legacy, 
what we have chosen to inherit or see ourselves as having 
inherited from them, is still in active process and requires 
constant scrutiny and re-evaluation. Supposing then that the 
non-specialist readers for whom this book is particularly in- 
tended were to demand some justification of this lavish expen- 
diture of energy, time, and money on the Classical Greeks, | 
might respond as follows. 

Consider our current vocabulary of politics. It is no secret 
that almost all of it—including ‘politics’ itself—is Greek in 
derivation. But what, then, does and should it mean to us that 
‘democracy’ was a Greek invention (celebrating its 2,s5ooth 
anniversary in 1993/4), when our democracy is so different 
from theirs, both institutionally and ideologically? Or, to put 
that question more brutally and with closer reference to our 
immediate concerns, how was it that it was ‘Okay’ for the 
Greeks to find the idea and Practice of democracy perfectly 
compatible not only with the disfranchisement of women 
(Chapter 4), which was of course true of all democracies until 
the present century, but also with the outright enslavement 
of many thousands of human beings (including their fellow- 
Greeks) (Chapter 6), whereas for us today that combination is 
not at all ‘okay’ on principle? 

Or take, finally, a historiographical illustration, As I shall 
try to show in my second chapter, Herodotus and Thucydides 
were children of their time and in no useful sense our ‘col- 
leagues’. Yet they are also simultaneously the joint fathers of 
‘History’ in some broadly acceptable current sense of that term. 

The Greeks, in sum, were ‘other’, but at the same time 
they are a part, and not a negligible one, of ‘Us’ too. Their 
language may be dead, but their legacy is a live, indeed a 
searingly vital, issue. Our identity, quite as much as theirs, is 
at stake in the terms in which this book has been conceived 
and written. 


Significant Others 
Us v. Them 


And how can one imagine oneself among them 
I do not know; 

It was all so unimaginably different 

And all so long ago 


(Louis MacNeice, Autumn Journal sect. 9) 


Black and larger than life, it held one hand, the left, 
hidden behind its back 


(Elias Canetti, The Play of the Eyes) 


A Comparativist Perspective 


My approach to the ancient Greeks is informed by that 
‘comparativist perspective’ without which 


students of Greek antiquity will easily mistake, indeed can hardly fail 
to mistake, what may be distinctive, and what may be said to be in no 
way exceptional, either in the intellectual products of the society they 
study or in the circumstances and manner of their production. 


This clarion call to comparativism occurs in the preface to a 
collection of essays on Greek science (G. E. R. Lloyd 19914: 
p. xii), what the Greeks called ‘the enquiry into nature’ (hé 
peri phuseos historia). But the study of nature is of the essence 
of our present project in the history and historiography of 
Classical Greek culture too; and Lloyd’s prescription applies 
to the study of Greek culture generally no less than to that of 
Greek science in particular. For ‘to study what passes for 
science in a society is to go to the centre of the values of that 
society’ (p. 353). Besides, our word ‘history’ comes ultimately 
from the ancient Greek word for ‘enquiry’ (cf. Chapter 2). 
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Greece: Problems of Generalization 


‘Society’, however, is a problematic term for us in a special 
way, since ‘Greece’, meaning Classical Greece between about 
500 and 300 BCE, was not a single society. Arguably, though, it 
was a single culture, and a crucial component of an argument 
for Greek cultural homogeneity is the figure of Aristotle (384- 
322). A northerner by origin, he was born and brought up on 
the fringes of the Hellenic heartland, where his father was 
court physician to a king of not quite entirely Greek nor yet 
wholly ‘barbarian’ Macedon. But he passed most of his adult 
life in the Greek south, as a resident alien in the city of Athens 
that his mentor Plato had dubbed ‘the City Hall of Wisdom’ 
(Protagoras 337d). It could be claimed that Aristotle was 
primarily a scientist, especially a zoologist and biologist; cer- 
tainly, the teleological method he applied to his empirical 
researches into the nature of non-human animals informed 
equally his classification and analysis of what he considered to 
be the human community par excellence, the Greek polis 
(Chapter 4). But what counts here is that Aristotle, at any 
rate, felt it was legitimate and justifiable to talk in general and 
generalized terms about ‘Greeks’ and what was ‘Greek’. Being 
both an insider and an outsider himself, his own views and his 
reportage of those held by others deserve particular attention 
and respect. 

Nor does Aristotle’s Hellenism exhaust his peculiar utility 
for our present purposes. Apart from the extensiveness 
and comprehensiveness of his surviving writings, his special 
advantage springs from his method of grounding his ‘political’ 
theorizing (which embraced the ethical, social, and cultural as 
well as the narrowly constitutional) in what he took to be 
common cultural perceptions, received and reputable opinions 
about what was and what ought to be the case. For it is 
precisely such general Greek attitudes and beliefs, such a Greek 
mindset or ‘mentality’ (if that term may be permitted), that I 
am here seeking to excavate and, if possible, explain in all its 
often contradictory complexity. Aristotle’s Politics was some- 
how based on a vast mass of empirical research conducted by 
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the pupils at his Lyceum institute into over 150 separate Greek 
communities. It combines what we might want to call value- 
free political science with consciously ethical and educative 
political theory. It will thus constitute for me a privileged text, 
although for that very reason it will have to be read and reread 
with especial sensitivity and care. Aristotle for all his proclaimed 
methodological subservience to received and reputable beliefs 
was by no means a ‘typical’ Classical Greek, let alone a 
representative specimen of the chimerical—because in fact 
heterogeneously composite—‘Greek mind’. 

I have therefore exploited a variety of other sources—written 
and non-written, highly polished and unpolished, dramatic, 
philosophical, historiographical—to correct or balance what 
may be peculiarly Aristotelian biases. In particular, I have 
made special use of what came to be seen by later scholars 
(but should not necessarily be so viewed by us) as the canonical 
historical writings of Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon. 
Historiography, in the sense of the study of historians’ texts, is 
something of a Cinderella or stepchild in classical studies. Few 
scholars now take the study of historiography as a primary 
focus of their teaching or research. Few, therefore, have been 
specifically concerned, as I shall be, with the emergence of 
historiography as a recognizably distinct intellectual and literary 
practice in the latter part of the fifth century BCE. In order to 
set this intellectual advance in context, while at the same time 
emphasizing its inbuilt limitations, I shall discuss it under the 
partly ancient, partly modern, polarized rubric of ‘History v. 
Myth’ (Chapter 2). 

For in the major Classical Greek historians we have at our 
disposal gifted storytellers, who operated at a level somewhere 
between pure entertainment and high philosophical theorizing, 
and who had to appeal to and hold the attention of a live, 
physically present audience. All literature, in fact, in the 
basically oral societies of Greece was typically heard not read. 
Yet it was an essential part of their self-perception and self- 
presentation as narrators and commentators that the historians 
were not ‘mere’ storytellers, making it up as they went along. 
Rather, they purported to be telling it ‘how it actually was’ in 
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the Greek and non-Greek past (from c.550 to 350 BCE, from 
Italy to Iraq) in a manner and according to assumptions 
that were generally shared by their audiences or readerships. 
Provided that full allowance is made for the artifices of rhetoric 
with which they adorned their often far from plain tales, as 
well as the multiplicity of subtextual allusions and the constraints 
of generic and intellectual context, there is every reason to 
expect these writers to yield a peculiarly rich harvest of infor- 
mation on the most basic Greek cultural concerns. 


Who Were the Greeks? 


No concern, perhaps, was (and is) more basic than that of 
identity, whether collective or individual, ethnic, tribal, poli- 
tical, or whatever. Beginning at the highest level of generality, 
the Classica! Greeks divided all humankind into two mutually 
exclusive and antithetical categories: Us and Them, or, as they 
put it, Greeks and barbarians (Chapter 3). In fact, the Greek- 
barbarian antithesis is a strictly polar dichotomy, being not 
just contradictory but jointly exhaustive and mutually exclusive. 
Greeks + barbarians = all humankind. Not that the Greeks are 
unique in so distinguishing themselves from others: compare 
the division and opposition between Jews and goyim (gentiles), 
for example, or Europeans and Orientals. But for the Classical 
Greeks the Greek—barbarian polarity was but one instance of 
the ideological habit of polarization that was a hallmark of 
their mentality and culture. Moreover, they pressed polarization 
to its (ideo)logical limits. Thus whereas Greeks were ideally 
seen as not-barbarians, barbarians were equally envisaged as 
being precisely what Greeks were not. 

The ideological quality of the Greeks’ polarized logic is 
even more starkly apparent in their representation of sexual 
difference—or rather gender-difference, if by sex we mean 
biology or anatomy, and by gender the Greeks’ variously 
motivated and grounded ideological construction of male nature 
as not just different from but opposed (and hierarchical- 
ly superior) to female nature. For whereas the very word 
‘barbarian’ lent itself to what we might call negative polarization, 
that is, denigration of the category defined as opposite, the 
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male-female dichotomy need not in and of itself have been 
construed in a hierarchical and derogatory manner. Roughly 
half of all barbarians were, after all, male, so maleness was not 
intrinsically something by which male Greeks could claim to 
be specially or uniquely privileged. Nor, given the fact that 
half of all Greeks were female, was there any reason in strict 
logic why the Greeks—that is, articulate male Greeks—should 
have defined the female as not only opposite to but categorically 
inferior to the male. Yet, as we shall see, the Greeks were 
nevertheless radical constructionists in this sense, Aristotle 
being by no means the least determined among them. ‘Female’ 
was considered categorically inferior to ‘male’, and it was 
an essential part of Greek heterology that male barbarians 
should have been construed as naturally effeminate (Chapters 3 
and 4). 

In the Greeks’ construction of the male-female dichotomy, 
to put it in other words, culture overrode nature. Yet their 
polarization of gender was ultimately based on objective and 
irreconcilable empirical differences. That, however, was not 
the case with the three other dualities through which I have 
chosen to explore Classical Greek mentality and culture. There 
was nothing in nature that straightforwardly determined whether 
an inhabitant of Classical Greece was or was not, Or was or 
was not capable in principle of becoming, a citizen (Chapter 5) 
or a legally free person (Chapter 6), as opposed to a non- 
citizen or a slave. Even less straightforwardly did something in 
nature give rise to the dichotomy between men (in the sense of 
mortal human beings, whatever their gender, ethnic affiliation, 
or political or legal status) and the sort of gods in which they 
believed (Chapter 7). 

In other words, there is a sliding scale here from the wholly 
or largely ‘natural’, albeit culturally overdetermined, to the 
largely or wholly ‘cultural’. Yet to the Greeks—and this is my 
basic point—all five of these pairings (Greek-barbarian, men- 
women, citizen—alien, free—slave, gods—mortals) were con- 
strued equally as polarities. Never could the twain of any of 
these disjunctive dichotomies meet. The Greeks thus in various 
ways constructed their identities negatively, by means of a 
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series of polarized oppositions of themselves to what they 
were not. 


Polarity in History 


On the other hand, it would be quite misleading to suggest 
that these polarities did not themselves have a history, speci- 
fically a culturally determined, discursive history. This implica- 
tion is of course built into the very terms of the contested 
distinction between myth and history: one person’s ‘history’ 
was another’s ‘myth’. But even the seemingly transparent 
polarity of Greeks and barbarians did not make its appearance 
before the fifth century, becoming firmly embedded only after 
the Greeks’ (or rather some Greeks’) victory in the Persian 
Wars of 480-479 (Chapter 3). Not once is ‘barbarian’ used as 
either a substantive or an adjective in all the many thousand 
lines of Homer, the foundational text of Classical Greek culture, 
even though the plot of the Ziad is premissed upon the 
confrontation between a more or less united Greek world 
and a coalition of non-Greek foreigners. Moreover, when 
‘barbarian’ did make its first appearance in surviving Greek 
literature, it carried few or none of the pejorative, especially 
‘orientalist’, connotations with which the term became charged 
in the Classical era. There are, in other words, polarities and 
polarities, and it is with the pejorative, derogatory, morally 
loaded kind that this book is concerned: with polarities the 
two terms of which are not conceived as opposite but equal, or 
mutually complementary, but as asymmetrical, hierarchically 
ordered, and antagonistic. 

It was one of the less celebrated but none the less essential 
aspects of ‘the Greek achievement’ to take this process of 
negative polarization to extremes. Such extremism was a likely 
consequence of the agonistic, public, face-to-face way in which 
Greeks defined their argumentative positions in open debate. 
But no less Hellenic was the ability of some Greeks to reflect 
upon even their most basic and ingrained habits of thought 
and categories of social classification. Aristotle, indeed, gave 
the first formal analysis of the logic of opposition as such (of 
which polarity is but one species). To illustrate his discussion, 
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TABLE 1. Pythagorean Principles 


Opposites 


unlimited limited 
even odd 
plurality one 
left right 
female male 
in motion at rest 
crooked straight 
darkness light 
evil good 
oblong square 


Seen 


he cited a list or table of opposites (sustoikhia) that was con- 
sidered normative within a branch of the Pythagorean school 
of philosophy (Metaphysics 986*; see Table 1). It must be 
stressed that this table was not merely a theoretical construct, 
since Pythagoreanism was a way of life and not only an academic 
movement or exercise. For us, however, it also serves gra- 
phically to highlight the arbitrary and variable character of 
Greek binary cultural classification—and indeed of binary 
classification as a cultural key altogether (below). Only a tiny 
minority of Greeks were paid-up Pythagoreans (or members of 
any other such exclusive and prescriptive sect), so there was 
plenty of room for dispute as to what should be opposed to 
what, and on what side of the line each supposedly polarized 
quality should be placed. . 
The Greeks all agreed, for example, as have many otherwise 
disparate cultures, that right was good and left was bad. Two 
of the Greek words for ‘left’ were blatant euphemisms (aristeros, 
‘better’; eudnumos, ‘of good name’). But they were not all 
agreed as to precisely what values or qualities right connoted, 
nor whether such qualities and values as might be lined up on 
the right side of any table of opposites were also mutually 
correlated in a relationship of homology rather than merely by 
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analogy. Consider, for example, the following two polarities 
(as deployed by Aristotle in the first book of the Politics): 
male-female, and master-slave. Does lining up male and 
master imply that the male was by his nature masterly, and 
the female naturally servile, or was it merely by culturally 
determined analogy that male seemed to be to female as master 
was to slave? Aristotle had his own unequivocal, positive 
answer, which he derived from the premisses of his philosophical 
system (Chapter 6). But—happily, as it might seem to most 
of us today—neither his premisses nor his conclusions were 
universally shared. 

All such theoretical-cum-pragmatic cultural problems were 
given a Sophistic spin in the latter part of the fifth century. 
The hypothetical Opposition between custom or convention 
(nomos) and nature (phusis) was the special contribution of 
the so-called Sophists to Greek cultural debate as a whole. 
Was it a matter of mere arbitrary convention that barbarians 
were as they were generally supposed by Greeks to be, that is, 
not merely culturally inferior (a matter of accident and dictated 
by custom) but also intrinsically servile (a matter of unalterable 
nature)? Were women’s natures, though biologically different, 
still morally and psychologically equal to men’s? Was belief in 
the existence and efficaciousness of the gods merely a con- 
ventional and socially convenient fiction rather than a due 
recognition of a fact of nature? Heterodox proponents of the 
affirmative answers to these and other likewise fundamental 
cultural questions could be found in the general movement 
of thought associated with these astute professional teachers. 
So high was the Sophists’ profile at Athens, indeed, that 
Aristophanes had a crack at them in his Clouds of 423 BCE, 
casting Socrates as a typical specimen—a public image with 
which he was thereafter stuck, and thanks to which, in part, he 
came fatally unstuck a quarter-century later at his trial for 
impiety in 399. It was above all against a variety of Sophistic 
readings of the culture—nature polarity that Aristotle pitted his 
Own constructions, which supposedly were grounded in the 
best communis opinio. 

The problem of dual symbolic classification, however, does 
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not only have an ancient history. It is no less a matter for 
dispute within contemporary cultural or cognitive anthropology. 
(A professional in-joke has it that there are two kinds of 
anthropologists, those who believe in the heuristic and explana- 
tory power of binary classification, and those who do not.) 
What is seriously at issue here is whether, as some versions 
of Lévi-Strauss’s structuralism appear to hold, all cultures 
operate at their deepest levels in a dualist way. The narrating 
of myths, for example, is famously seen by Lévi-Strauss as a 
method of mediating contradictions between deeply structured 
binary polarities such as men v. women and mortals v. gods. 
On the contrary, there are those who contend that supposedly 
dualistic belief systems are better analysed as triadic or yet 
more complex structures of thought. 

My own more modest view is that, regardless of the truth of 
the claim to universality made by hardline Lévi-Straussians, 
the hypothesis of structural dualism does at any rate have 
a peculiar purchase on the culture of the ancient Greeks 
(the ultimate intellectual source, one may suspect, of the Lévi- 
Straussian theory). However, as has been rightly stressed with 
regard to the seminal work in ancient Greek cultural studies of 
the French structuralist J.-P. Vernant, it is not ‘a static system 
of polarities’ that we have to deal with, but ‘overlapping sets 
of dynamic interrelations, complex transformations and shifting 
tensions, viewed in the context of history, social institutions, 
ritual and political life’ (Segal 1982: 232). 


Interpretative Charity 


Finally, however, it should in all fairness be added that there 
may be a further, yet more daunting, methodological obstacle 
in the way of applying any theory of interpretation to the 
culture of the ancient Greeks. This is the notion that it is 
literally impossible to get inside the skin or mind of any other— 
let alone an ‘Other’—society. The ancient Greeks, it is argued 
on ‘anthropologizing’ lines (see Prologue), were irreducibly 
alien or desperately foreign to us in their culture, in something 
like the same way that contemporary ‘primitive’ peoples are 
alleged to be. Their language, besides, is now a dead one, and 
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their visual repertoire of images is either impenetrable or at 
any rate not certainly translatable into our terms. 

I have much sympathy with the impulse behind this interpre- 
tative strategy. Its laudable intention is to defamiliarize the 
ancient Greeks and so to knock them off the pedestal on 
which our Roman, Renaissance, Enlightenment, or Romantic 
forebears once placed them as being essentially like us, only 
earlier, and thus anticipating and legitimating fundamental 
characteristics of our culture, in contradistinction to other 
contemporary ancient peoples (the Phoenicians, for example, 
or the Egyptians). Perhaps, too, such a move is particularly 
helpful in sensitizing us to the underlying assumptions of what 
must otherwise strike us as repellent features of Greek mentality 
and culture: how, for instance, could a giant thinker like 
Aristotle, founder of western logic and political sociology, 
entertain for a moment the considered views he did in fact 
hold on the nature of women (Chapter 4) and slaves (Chapter 
6)? At all events, generous dollops of what is known to philo- 
sophers and intellectual historians as interpretative charity must 
certainly be applied to make sense of such seeming paradoxes. 

On the other hand, in its most extreme, logically couched, 
version, this defamiliarizing strategy seems to me to be mis- 
taken. Are not the Victorian English (say) alien or foreign to 
us in culturally fundamental respects? But we do not treat 
their culture as a closed book on principle. In short, although 
it is not the case, as too many Classicists appear to wish to 
believe, that ‘we are all ancient Greeks’ (or Athenians), and 
although Classical Greek culture is both as a whole and in 
fundamental details deeply alien, it is nevertheless possible 
for us to gain a sympathetic understanding of it (see further 
Epilogue). If, moreover, the exploration of alien modes of 
thought is an essential part of the historian’s task, then polarity 
provides a useful map and compass for exploring the culture 
and mentality of the Classical Greeks. But in the spirit of 
Herodotean historia we should strive to go beyond mere 
exploration, to explanation. Discussion of the dynamic tension 
between myth and history in Herodotus and Thucydides should 
set us on the right road. 


2 


Inventing the Past 
History v. Myth 


Blessed is the man endowed with the learning that comes 
from enquiry (historia) 
(Euripides, fragment 910, ed. Nauck) 


The ancient historians gave us delightful fiction in the 
form of fact; the modern novelist presents us with dull 
facts under the guise of fiction 


(Oscar Wilde, The Decay of Lying) 


History v. Fiction 


Among the many achievements for which the Classical Greeks 
are hailed as privileged cultural ancestors, the invention of 
history holds an honoured place. In echo of Cicero, Herodotus 
is dubbed the ‘Father of History’, while Thucydides’ status as 
Klio’s favourite son has been endorsed by Renaissance and 
later historians as different as the Florentine Guicciardini, 
Macaulay, Leopold von Ranke, and Sir Ronald Syme. What is 
meant by ‘history’ in this context can vary, but conventionally 
it connotes a shared, almost sacred, ideal of veracity, in pursuit 
of which the criteria of evidence, argument, objectivity, and 
accuracy are fought over and the narratives of history are 
subjected to rigorous validation and criticism. Historical truth, 
that is to say, by convention is and ought only to be the polar 
antithesis of fiction in the sense of consciously false assertion. 

Since I am one of those who do not see the matter in quite 
these black and white terms, I must briefly explain why, by 
returning to the fountainhead, to the source of our current if 
problematic discourse of truth, fiction, and history. That means 
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returning to Greece, and more particularly to the city of Athens, 
in the second half of the fifth century Bce. There is, I shall 
argue, some virtue in the standard view of Greek historiogra- 
phical ancestry, but the issue is far more complex than any 
simple truth:fiction antithesis would suggest. In particular, if 
we wish to read the Classical Greek historians as mediators of 
the truth about Greek self-perceptions and identifications, we 
have to grapple first with a series of variations on the opposition 
between history and fiction or, as we say following the Greeks, 
between history and myth—an opposition which itself has a 
history. 


Definitions 

Both ‘history’ and ‘myth’ are, at best, ambiguous terms. In the 
case of ‘myth’, the possibilities for persuasive definition easily 
exceed just two. But the ambiguity of ‘history’ can be pinned 
down at its simplest to the distinction between, on the one 
hand, ‘the past’ and, on the other, ‘the systematic study of and 
writing about the past’, the latter sometimes called historio- 
graphy precisely to make that distinction explicit. The trouble 
is that, although that distinction is explicit and clear enough in 
principle, it is not in practice absolute. What actually happened 
in the past, and how, cannot ever be captured or re-produced 
in toto either in the imagination or on paper; and it would not 
in any case be worth the effort to attempt to do so, since not 
all past facts are equal. There are, bluntly, facts—such as my 
writing of this book—and what are judged by historians and 
their addressees to be historically significant facts. 

In short, partly for sheer practical, physical reasons, and 
partly because not all past facts are born equal, historians do 
not write history in the sense that they reproduce the past, all 
of it. Rather, they each create their own, selective, and often 
very different pasts. To that extent I am at one with Hayden 
White’s conception of ‘the historical text as literary artifact’ 
(White 1978), and I endorse the view that historical represen- 
tations are by their nature essentially provisional and con- 
tingent. That, however, need not mean that there is not a 
distinction to be drawn in principle between a true history and 


20 Inventing the Past: History v. Myth 


fiction. For aside from an inescapable element of authorial 
intervention and subjectivity, a history that is as critical 
(including self-critical), disinterested, accurate, and persuasively 
explanatory as its conditions of production allow may fairly 
be called true. I find it preferable, therefore, to regard the 
‘boundary between history and fiction’ as an ‘open’ one 
(Gearhart 1984), often difficult and for some purposes positively 
harmful to delineate precisely. 

The problem of defining myth, of deciding which stories, 
or tales, or narratives (or types of stories, etc.) are or are 
not mythical, is vexed. Walter Burkert’s definition affords a 
useful starting-point: ‘a myth is a traditional tale with second- 
ary, partial reference to something of collective importance’ 
(Burkert 1979: 23). ‘Traditional’ does not exclude invention in 
the telling, indeed a constant process of invention and reinven- 
tion; but the basic plot-line or theme of a properly mythical 
tale has to be sufficiently stable and significant to become 
common or communal property and perform some collective 
purpose or function, whether aetiological, justificatory, moni- 
tory, exemplary, or symbolic. Almost anything or anyone, 
though, may be mythified or mythicized, provided only that 
they have some collective significance and some enduring social 
relevance or interest. For whatever else myths may do or 
mean, they ‘anchor the present in the past’ (P. S. Cohen 
1969). Thus, either because of what they stand for, or because 
of their subject-matter, human or divine, myths are traditional 
tales that are capable of becoming overlaid with countless 
other and often paradoxical meanings. 

So far as Classical Greece is concerned, it is perhaps a moot 
point whether it is legitimate or useful to distinguish a popular 
or mass culture from an élite or high culture: the Parthenon 
and Aeschylus’ Oresteia, for instance, which were certainly 
purveyors of myth, were surely also vehicles of both popular 
and élite culture simultaneously. However, the myths that we 
have access to from Classical Greece are to be found either in 
written works characterized by a more or less single-minded 
pursuit of literary excellence or in visual media that are literally 
or metaphorically highly polished. This must be kept firmly 
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in mind even or especially in the case of Herodotus. For his 
art of the performed narrative (one of several meanings of 
the Greek word logos), which received its initial ‘publication 
through oral recitation, was precisely the kind of art that 
conceals art. 


Myth as History | 
So much then for matters of definition, eternally controversial. 
I shall now consider some of the possible permutations of 
the relationship between these ambiguous terms under three 
headings: myth as history; myth in history; and myth versus 
history. There is a logic behind this progression, as I shall 
hope to show, but no simple linear evolution. The writings of 
Herodotus and Thucydides will provide the focus, and Athens 
the point of reference. For although fifth-century Athens was 
in many ways a remarkably untypical Greek polis, its myths 
and mythology seem to have been, on the contrary, hugely 
typical. But that only makes all the more amazing—and 
problematic—the eventual emergence of something that might 
be called ‘history’ from within the matrix of Greek myth’. 
What is surprising and cries out for explanation, in other 
words, is not that it took the Greeks so long to invent history, 
but rather that—given the overwhelming presence and authority 
of myth in Greek culture high and low, sacred and secular— they 
ever invented it at all. 

‘The atmosphere in which the Fathers of History set to work 
was saturated with myth. Without myth, indeed, they could 
never have begun their work’ (Finley 1986c: 13). Finley had 
specifically in mind orally transmitted tales of the kind involving 
Prometheus, Herakles, and other divine or semi-divine cul- 
ture-heroes, the myths of the Trojan War, and so forth, those 
‘historical myths that enabled the Greeks to select from the 
uncountable data of the past those ‘facts’ to which they could 
give a usable meaning in the present. But Finley’s point may 
be enlarged by observing that myths, in the broad sense of oral 
traditions (Greek muthoi), were virtually all that Herodotus 
could possibly have used to recount and account for the origins, 
development, and outcome of his chosen subject, the Persian 
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Wars. Even Thucydides, who witnessed the growth of public 
documentation associated with the development of radical 
democracy at Athens, was still reliant essentially upon oral 
traditions and testimonies. 

Herodotus described his method—and just once, possibly, 
the result of his method (7. 96)—as historié, ‘enquiry’, a term 
with a special conceptual charge (see below, ‘Myth versus 
History’). What he enquired into were various kinds of oral 
testimony, the plurality of traditions presented to him in various 
ways by different sorts of informants. Of course, the Greeks 
had had an alphabet since at least the mid-eighth century and 
had begun to inscribe ‘documents’ in permanent form from 
about 650. But, notwithstanding the thesis of Goody and Watt 
(1962/3, modified 1968)—that the achievement of alphabetic 
literacy had as a necessary consequence the development of a 
critical attitude to the past and a concern to fix it in authen- 
tic, immutable, and incontrovertible documentary form—the 
ancient Greek world down to and indeed beyond the fifth 
century remained essentially a world of oral discourse. 

Oral historiography, meaning the study of oral traditions 
with a view to writing history, has become something of a 
growth industry in the last couple of decades, not only among 
Africanists but also among historians of, for instance, London’s 
East End. However, after initial excitement about its seeming 
possibilities—for correcting or supplementing ‘official’ records 
or even yielding up the authentic and verifiable ‘facts’ of an 
illiterate or semi-literate community’s past—some painful truths 
have been learned by modern oral historians. Or rather, they 
have had to be relearned, since they were already perfectly 
clear more than a century ago to the pioneer modern historian 
of ancient Greece, George Grote. ‘With what consistency’, 
Grote (1873: 87) rightly demanded, ‘can you require that a 
community which either does not command the means, or has 
not learned the necessity, of registering the phenomena of its 
present, should possess any knowledge of the phenomena of 
the past?’ The contrary, rather, was likely to be the case. For 
social-psychological factors, such as the desire to ‘be in the 
know’, unwillingness to face up to ignorance, and an inclination 
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to believe whatever accorded with the prevalent religious, 
political, or aesthetic feelings of the group, could and did lead 
to an easy acceptance of sheer fiction. The latter, in turn, 
would become intermingled with both accurate and exaggerated 
matter of fact in such a way that not even the most skilled 
native participant, let alone an outside critic, however pro- 
fessional, could possibly disentangle them. 

A couple of passages in book 6 of Herodotus, not coinci- 
dentally placed close together, give an inkling of the sort of 
non-supernatural myths about the Athenian past that originated 
in the Archaic period (seventh and sixth centuries) and were 
transmitted to Herodotus in the Classical fifth century. First, 
there is his famous digression on the Alkmaionids (6. 125- 
131), too long to quote in full here, occasioned by his equally 
famous—or notorious—defence of this noble lineage against 
an accusation of treachery at the time of the Battle of Marathon 
in 490 BCE. I am not here interested in the truth of this 
accusation or in the identity of Herodotus’ informants, but in 
the nature and function of the tales that lay behind Herodotus’ 
brilliantly polished versions. For these myths of the Alkmaionids 
are illuminatingly multifunctional—partly aetiological, partly 
justificatory, partly exemplary, partly symbolic—and thus 
capable of manipulation and differential emphasis in accordance 
with the narrator’s needs. 

They are, first, aetiological, because the ostensible function 
of the digression as a whole is to explain how and why the 
Alkmaionids became so famous an Athenian house. They 
are justificatory, because Alkmaionids or men with close 
Alkmaionid ties included such great contemporary or near- 
contemporary figures as Kleisthenes, who in Herodotus’ phrase 
‘set up the democracy’ at Athens (in 508/7), and Perikles, 
son of an Alkmaionid mother. They are exemplary, morally, 
socially, and politically. In about 575 the hand of Agariste, 
daughter of a dictator, was made the prize of a competition in 
aristocratic excellence staged over an entire year by her father. 
It was considered right and proper that powerful men should 
use marriageable women as political counters, and right that 
men should compete to marry them. The prize was won by 
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Kleisthenes’ father, however, partly by moral default: his main 

rival (also Athenian) displayed a regrettable lack of public 
decorum and self-restraint, thereby abusing his host’s magni- 

ficent hospitality (shades of Homer’s Paris and of the suitors of 

Penelope). The myths are symbolic, finally, because the way 
in which the eponymous Alkmaion had supposedly become 
super-rich (by cramming every last inch and orifice of his body 
as well as his clothing with King Croesus’ Lydian gold-dust) 
was emblematic of Greek métis (‘cunning intelligence’) exercised 
at the expense of an oriental barbarian monarch. 

Here we touch on the Greek —barbarian polarity that is 
further explored in my second Herodotean instance of myth 
as history (6. 137-40). At one level this is a classic example 
of what the anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski dubbed a 
‘charter-myth’. For Herodotus is here giving a version of the 
tale that provided the Athenians with a charter to legitimate 
their forcible occupation of the island of Lemnos (maintained 
for most of the fifth and fourth centuries, since they considered 
the island of vital importance to them as a site for the settlement 
of excess Athenian population, as a source of grain in its own 
right, and as a strategic Way-station along the grain-route from 
south Russia to the Peiraieus). But the tale also speaks to 
other Athenian concerns, in particular those with which we 
shall be dealing in the next two chapters, the construction of 
ethnic and gender identity respectively. 

. Herodotus’ story begins in the timeless past, with the expul- 
sion of some non-Greek Pelasgians from Attica. For this, 
Herodotus is able to present two contradictory accounts—that 
of ‘the Athenians’ and that of the anti-A thenian proto-historian 
Hekataios (to whom we shall return in connection with the 
move from myth as history to myth versus history). The scene 
then shifts to Lemnos, and Herodotus describes one of the 
proverbial ‘Lemnian deeds’, a crime committed by the Pelasgian 
men who had once lived in Attica but had been expelled. 
These men had first returned from Lemnos to Attica and 
abducted some Athenian women from Brauron under cover of 
the women-only Brauronia festival. They had then killed both 
the sons of these unions and the Athenian mothers themselves. 
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In consequence of this impious slaughter of the innocents, 
Lemnos suffered natural disaster: no crops would grow, and 
their cattle ceased to reproduce. So the Pelasgians consulted 
the Delphic oracle, which advised them to pay to the Athenians 
in reparation whatever compensation they should demand. 
This advice the Pelasgians felt unable to follow—hardly sur- 
prisingly, since what the Athenians demanded was nothing less 
than the entire island of Lemnos. Therefore, Miltiades was 
perfectly justified in seizing the island for the Athenians in the 
490s, and the Athenians were equally justified in keeping hold 
of it subsequently. 

Interwoven with this are several other strands which bear 
more directly on Athenian (that is, male citizen Athenian) 
perceptions—and doubts—about their own place and social 
arrangements at home in Classical Attica. In other written 
accounts Pelasgians are the aboriginal inhabitants of Greece, 
and it is clear from Herodotus’ confusions and contortions on 
the Pelasgians’ ethnic and linguistic affiliations elsewhere in his 
work (e.g. 1. 56—7) that he was perfectly well aware of this 
widespread view. But the Athenians too crucially identified 
themselves as a political community in terms of their abori- 
ginality, or rather autochthony—the claim that the aboriginal 
Athenians had been born of the soil of Attica. So to conform 
to the demands of Athenian mythopoeia, these Attic Pelasgians 
had to have been originally invited to live in Attica—a plot- 
elaboration that enabled the Athenian mythmakers to illustrate 
another civic quality on which the Classical Athenians peculiarly 
piqued themselves, their magnanimous hospitality towards 
Strangers (whom, conversely, they rigorously debarred from 
acquiring Athenian citizenship: Chapter 5). 

A third, equally important, strand of the myth teases out 
relations between the sexes, with regard to both division 
of labour and legitimacy of children. For the reason why 
the Pelasgians had been expelled from Attica, according to 
the Athenian version, was that they had the ungrateful and 
barbarous habit of raping Athenian daughters, which they had 
the opportunity to indulge since in those days free women 
performed the (now) servile function of fetching water from 
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wells (and, it did not need to be spelt out, because Athenian 
females were not as closely guarded within the home as they 
ideally were now). 

Once settled on Lemnos the expelled Pelasgians, as we saw, 
returned to Attica and violated the sanctity of a women-only 
religious festival, the Brauronia. But the Athenian women 
who had been abducted to Lemnos as forced concubines got 
their own back with a vengeance: with truly Greek meétis 
they brought up their Pelasgo-Athenian sons to behave like 
Athenians, to speak Attic Greek and thereby (because, it 
would be understood, all Athenians, including the women, 
were cleverer than non-Greek Pelasgian men) to threaten to 
usurp the birthright of legitimate all-Pelasgian boys. It is, I 
Suggest, the passage of Perikles’ citizenship law of 451/0, 
which required the mothers of future citizens as well as their 
fathers to be Athenian, that gives special political point to the 
Greek—barbarian antagonism and the men-—women role- 
reversal in this story. Indeed, this wholly favourable portrayal 
of Athenian women in a myth is so exceptional that some such 
extraordinary and political explanation seems inescapable (see 
further Chapter 4). 

Here, then, in Herodotus’ Lemnian tale we have a par- 
ticularly good example of a myth that combines tradition and 
innovation, that attempts both to reinforce ethnic solidarity 
through polarization and to mediate contradictions over civic 
status and gender-role differentiation, and at the same time 
serves the overall political function of providing a legitimating 
charter for the seizure and retention of vital foreign territory. 
Whether it is true or not in terms of actual historical fact is 
beside the point. 


Myth in History 


So if the atmosphere in which Herodotus set to work was 
saturated with myth of that sort, the prognosis for the birth 
of ‘History’ in something like a modern professional sense— 
critical, disinterested, objective, accurate, and explanatory— 
was not exactly favourable, even if we stress (as I would) the 
open-boundedness as opposed to the supposed scientificity of 
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all history-writing. Nevertheless, something that some of us 
anyway would want to call at least ‘proto-history’ did emerge. 
How and why, I shall return to discuss in the final section. 
First, though, let us consider myth in history, by way of three 
occasions on which attempts were made to influence the course 
of genuinely historical events by appeal to the discourse 
of myth. Not all the attempts were successful, but it is the 
naturalness of the resort to the language and ideology of myth 
that is significant, rather than its success. For it confirms the 
atmospheric saturation achieved by myth in the thoughtworld 
in which Herodotus and Thucydides were implicated, and thus 
the immense difficulty of the breakthrough from myth as or in 
history to myth as opposed to history that they and their public 
achieved. 

Two of the three occasions involved the same myth, another 
in the rich Alkmaionid tradition. In 508 and again in 432 
Sparta invoked ‘the curse of the Alkmaionids’, prompting both 
Herodotus (5. 70-1) and Thucydides (1. 126-7) to recount 
what they understood to be the historical origins of the hered- 
itary religious curse, with Thucydides providing some detailed 
corrections of his predecessor. In fact, the true origins of 
the curse were unknowable after two hundred years, but 
Thucydides’ corrections of Herodotus do imply the development 
of a ‘scientific’ historiography which distinguished sharply 
between (romantic and fictional) myth and (true) history. 
However, most telling of all is that in historical actuality the 
Spartans twice employed myth as a weapon of propaganda and 
persuasion in interstate relations with Athens. For that has an 
obvious bearing on this book’s principal theme of Classical 
Greek mentality. 

In 508 the ploy had worked, and the ‘accursed’ Kleisthenes 
and his relatives and supporters had been expelled (if only 
briefly). This will no doubt have encouraged the conservative 
Spartans to try it again three-quarters of a century later. But in 
432, according to Thucydides, the reason the Spartans gave 
for invoking the curse was simply their pious wish to honour 
the gods. Thucydides scorns this, despite the Spartans’ well- 
known and surely genuine religiosity, and substitutes his own, 
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characteristically secular and rationalistic, explanation—the 
Spartans merely wanted to make Perikles unpopular. But even 
if that was the Spartans’ true aim, the implied authorizing logic 
of their demand that the Athenians ‘expel the accursed’ was 
the biblical view that the sins of the fathers are visited upon 
the sons. This view was certainly held by Herodotus himself 
(€.g. 7. 137), so it was very likely also held by most ordin- 
ary Athenians. We should not therefore underestimate, as 
Thucydides does, the psychological impetus that the Spartans’ 
mythopoeic invocation of the Alkmaionid curse will have 
given to the growing chorus of criticism of the Alkmaionid 
Perikles for having started the Peloponnesian War (see further 
Chapter 4). 

My other example of myth in history is the dispute over 
precedence between Athens and Tegea on the battlefield of 
Plataia in 479 (Herodotus 9. 26-8), which will serve also as a 
bridge from myth in history to myth versus history. Now, there 
is nothing intrinsically implausible in the Story that, in order to 
demonstrate the priority of their respective claims to the extreme 
left-wing position in the Greek battleline, both the Athenians 
and the Tegeans cited, as matters of fact, precedents couched 
in the terms of myth. That, after all, was still standard procedure 
in fourth-century Athenian oratory. On the other hand, 
Herodotus’ invented speeches are hardly to be considered 
authentic in all their details. Not only has he anachronistically 
retrojected into this earlier context rhetorical topoi and tropes 
from genres of public oratory such as the Athenian epitaphios 
(public funeral speech) that were only formalized after 479, 
but he has included in the Athenians’ set speech a feature 
which unmistakably betrays its origins in his own historical 
consciousness. 

For the past exploits on which Herodotus’ Athenian speakers 
rest their claim to precedence are not all equally historical. 
Rather, the Athenians are made to draw a sharp contrast 
between the dim and distant past (when Athenians heroically 
fended off invading Amazons and fought in the Trojan War) 
and the present (ex hypothesi 479), on the grounds that people 
who were once brave in that time might easily by now, in this 
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time, have become morally inferior; though naturally they 
hasten to add that, in this instance, the Athenians have not so 
degenerated—witness their victory at Marathon just eleven 
years before. An apparently similar contrast is drawn by 
Herodotus’ model, Homer, between the men of yore and the 
(degenerate) men of today, but that was entirely within a 
single continuum of heroic time. The contrast that Herodotus 
Athenians are implying, however, is between the time of heroes, 
on the one hand, the spatium mythicum, and the time of men, 
the spatium historicum, on the other. That contrast had been 
made explicit earlier on by Herodotus himself, speaking in 
propria persona. For at 3. 122 he marks off the legendary 
Cretan ruler Minos and any predecessors of his who may have 
ruled the sea from what he considers to be the certainly real, 
certainly all-human Polykrates of Samos, the first man of the 
anthropéié legomené geneë (‘the generation of humans as it is 
called’) whom he knows for sure to have been a thalassocrat. 


Myth versus History 

But how did Herodotus ‘know’ this, and why was he not 
prepared to vouch for either the humanity or the thalassocracy 
of Minos? Here we move to our final pairing—or polar 
antithesis—of myth and history. For Herodotus knew this 
(among much else) as a result of the historié that he had 
proudly proclaimed in the preface to his work, which begins 
thus: ‘This is the exposition (apodexis) of the histori of 
Herodotus of Halikarnassos’. In using this one word, historié, 
Herodotus was both pledging allegiance to a thoroughly modern 
form of intellectual activity and at the same time announcing 
his affiliation to an intellectual tradition that had originated 
in the Miletos of Thales and his followers a century before 
Herodotus’ own birth and been mediated to him through 
Hekataios (fl. c.500), who was also and not coincidentally a 
Milesian. 

Now, in early Greece, indeed down to the fourth century, 
muthos and logos were not two different types of discourse, 
the one as it were primitive and pre-logical, the other rational; 
and mythology as a scholarly category is a surprisingly recent, 
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eighteenth-century invention. So it would be anachronistic to 
identify the achievement of Thales and his successors as a 
radical intellectual shift from muthos to logos, a conversion 
from mythical thinking to scientific rationality. Besides, myth 
may embody the most rational thinking imaginable when applied 
to subjects whose intrinsic obscurity or depth of cultural 
resonance render it most rational and appropriate to approach 
them through the symbolism or allegory of myth. On the other 
hand, intellectual attitudes to myth were indeed somehow 
transformed between the time of, say, Hesiod (c.700 BCE) and 
that of Herodotus, in such a way as to enable the ‘Greek 
historical spirit’ (Starr 1968) to awaken. J.-P. Vernant (1983): 
351) has captured this intellectual development particularly 
well, identifying 


two major transformations of thought. The first is the emergence of 
positivist thought that excludes all forms of the supernatural and 
rejects the implicit assimilation, in myth, of physical phenomena with 
divine agents; the second is the development of abstract thought that 
strips reality of the power of change that myth ascribed to it. 


Following Hekataios, ultimately, Herodotus was more 
interested in the human world than in the world of non-human 
nature (phusis). And although he did not, like Thucydides, 
exclude all forms of the supernatural from his intellectual 
armoury, neither did he allow his belief in supernatural 
agency to obstruct his secular historié into human affairs 
through the critical scrutiny of traditional tales (another 
meaning of logoi, which he distinguished from muthoi; below). 
Above all, he did not see the hand of god or ‘the divine’ (to 
theion) as being incompatible with, let alone as ruling out in 
advance, the principal overriding aim of his historié (see 
further Chapter 7). That aim, as he announced at the end of 
his preface, was to ‘give the great and wondrous achievements 
(erga) of both the Greeks and the non-Greek barbarians their 
due renown, especially the explanation of (or responsibility 
for) (aitié) why they had fought with one another’. The precise 
meaning of aitié has been long and hotly debated, but the 
case has recently and persuasively been argued once again 
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that Herodotus did have a cogent model for explaining why 
things happen. For this among other reasons, the seemingly 
tautologous dictum that ‘there was no Herodotus before 
Herodotus’ (Momigliano 1966a: 129) properly expresses 
Herodotus’ pioneering historiographical achievement. 

To illustrate Herodotus’ deployment of history as opposed 
to myth, I give just three examples. In the first we find him 
beginning his work as he means to proceed, with characteristic 
emphasis on the personal pronoun: ‘The learned ones (logioi) 
of the Persians say that the Phoenicians are aitioi of the clash 
between the Greeks and non-Greeks.’ The myths are then 
rehearsed, for four chapters. ‘But, as for me, whether that was 
how it was or not I shall not go into. I shall begin rather with 
the man whom I myself know to have been the first to inflict 
harm and injustice on the Greeks... Croesus’ (1. 5. 3). So 
much, Herodotus implies (not without sardonic humour), for 
the stories of the ‘learned’ Persians. Although he does not 
actually use the term muthos in a derogatory sense here, that 
is precisely what he does do, twice, in book 2 (on Egypt: see 
further Chapter 3). These are his only two uses of muthos in 
the entire work (2. 23, 2. 45. 1), and it is highly significant that 
both are explicitly described as myths ‘of the Greeks’ (possibly 
an allusively plural reference to the singular Hekataios). Here, 
in other words, is Herodotus the ‘scientific’ historian, staking 
his claim to mastery of his new intellectual territory. 

The second of these uses, moreover, offers a striking verbal 
parallel to my next illustration of Herodotus’ critical attitude 
to myth. For the Greek muthos about Herakles that he records 
at 2. 45. 1 is dismissed as euéthés (‘simple-minded’), which is 
just what arouses his scorn in the story of a stratagem attributed 
to the sixth-century Athenian dictator Peisistratos at 1. 60. 3, 
This he lambasts as the prégma ( ‘transaction’) the most euéthés 
by far that he has discovered in his researches. The very idea 
of Peisistratos being allegedly escorted back to Athens by the 
goddess Athena herself—as if the Athenians of the mid-sixth 
century (shortly before Polykrates: see above) thought they 
were living in Homer’s mythical Ithaca rather than at Athens 
in the time of men. The Athenians (including presumably 
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his contemporary Athenian informants) should be ashamed 
of themselves for believing such a silly tale—indeed, they 
especially, since all Greeks were supposed to be smarter 
than all barbarians, and the Athenians prided themselves on 
being the cleverest and most cunning of the Greeks. Not that 
Herodotus himself was innocent of what we would consider 
the grossest credulity on occasion (e.g. 1. 214. 5); the point is 
rather the distinction and polar opposition that he draws in 
principle between a muthos and a true or acceptable logos. 
Indeed, elsewhere he even programmatically covers his back 
and flanks as it were by saying that his job, as he conceives it 
is (merely) to ‘tell what is told’ (legein ta legomena), whether 
or not he himself actually believes the logoi (7. 1 52. 3). 

My third and final illustration of history as opposed to 
myth nicely yokes as well as divides Herodotus and his major 
successor Thucydides. The story of the Tyrannicides, Harmodios 
and Aristogeiton, became the most important charter-myth of 
the foundation of the Athenian democracy, since the Athenians 
conceived and represented their system of popular self-rule, 
both visually and verbally, as the antithesis of tyranny. Thus 
the theft of the original statue-group of the Tyrannicides from 
Athens by the Persian Great King Xerxes in 480 not only was 
symbolically apt but was also especially keenly resented by 
the democratic Athenians, who immediately commissioned a 
replacement. In 477 this was duly erected in the Athenian 
agora (civic centre), the only such images of mortal men then 
permitted within that sacred civic space. However, the reason 
for this exception was that Harmodios and Aristogeiton were 
by then no longer considered mere mortals but had long since 
been transmogrified into honorary heroes in the technical 
religious sense (objects of worship of more than human. but 
less than fully divine, status)—by the magic wand of myth. 

Herodotus the historian, however, was not deceived by 
Athenian popular oral tradition. As he drily observed (6. 123) 
it was not in actual fact Harmodios and Aristogeiton, but hë 
Alkmaionids led by Kleisthenes, who—of the Athenians—were 
most responsible for overthrowing the Peisistratid tyranny. 
Thucydides, the even more ‘scientific’ historian, went one 
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better. In a lengthy retrospective digression from his narrative 
context of the events of 415 he stated (6. 53. 3) that ordinary 
Athenians ‘knew’ (epistamenos) from ‘oral tradition’ (akoé) 
that it was neither Harmodios and Aristogeiton nor the 
Athenian people, but the Spartans, who had in reality got rid of 
the Peisistratid tyranny. However, what they did not know— 
but Thucydides did—was that, strictly speaking, Harmodios 
and Aristogeiton were not even tyrant-slayers. For the man 
they had assassinated some four years before the overthrow of 
the tyranny itself, and in honour of whose assassination they 
had been heroized, was not the reigning tyrant, but only his 
younger brother. Then in a tour de force of more laborious 
and exact enquiry (zétésis—Thucydides is careful never to use 
the Herodotus-tainted term historié), eked out by critical use 
of documentary inscriptions from Lampsakos in the Hellespont 
as well as Athens, Thucydides proceeded to demonstrate how 
the true history of the end of the Peisistratids could and should 
be (to use his term) ‘written up’. 

That it was now possible to conduct such antiquarian research 
is revealing enough; here, at last, is unambiguous testimony 
to the historiographical impact of literacy. That it had to be 
conducted, in order to rectify the vagaries of popular misbelief, 
is in its way no less revealing. However, perhaps the most 
interesting and revealing thing of all about this brilliant piece 
of ‘scientific’ historical reconstruction is that for its author such 
arkhaiologia or ‘ancient history’ held no intrinsic importance 
whatsoever. For Thucydides was the contemporary historian 
par excellence, not a Herodotean purveyor of ancient muthoi 
or logoi, pleasant though those might certainly be for an 
audience’s ephemeral entertainment. The age of historical 
scholarship had dawned, at the expense of a myth that was 
popular both in the technical and in our everyday senses. 


An Archaeological Myth 

This development helps to put into proper perspective my final 
text, the so-called ‘Archaeology’ of Thucydides (1. 1-19). The 
historian’s ostensible purpose in including this excursus was 
to prove, by his own exacting standards of proof, that the 
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Peloponnesian War was the ‘greatest kinésis (‘upheaval’)’ in all 
Greek (and some non-Greek) history. But in order to do so, 
Thucydides paradoxically found himself obliged to invent his 
own largely allegorical myth of the past. For his lightning tour 
d’horizon of Greek history, from the time of Hellen son of 
Deukalion ‘up to this war’, was not strictly speaking a historical 
tour at all, since his normal methods of testing and proving 
historical testimony could not be applied to a past that was 
not only non-eyewitnessed but also pre-documentary. The 
‘Archaeology’ excursus, therefore, is really a theoretical exer- 
cise, based on a theory ‘derived from prolonged meditation 
about the world in which Thucydides lived’ (Finley 1986c: 18). 
This explains, in part, the inclusion of Minos and Theseus, not 
to mention Hellen (supposed eponym of the Hellenes), along- 
side and on all fours with Polykrates and Croesus—as if the 
evidence for all these characters were equally reliable, as if the 
time in which they and Thucydides lived were a continuum, 
and as if Herodotus had never written. It would be hard to 
find a more spectacular refutation of the linear evolutionary 
model of intellectual progress. 

At the same time it would be hard to think of a more 
spectacular illustration of the power of myth in Classical Greece 
than the fact that even the rationalistic Thucydides, who affected 
to despise what he called the muthddes, who warned against 
the deceitful seductiveness of agonistic public recitations, and 
who spoke slightingly of mere /ogographoi, meaning chiefly 
Herodotus (1. 20-2), should have found himself compelled 
either to reject in principle all traditional tales about the past 
precisely as ‘myths’ (in our popular sense, the polar opposite 
of facts) or to create his own myth of the distant past, as he 
did in the ‘Archaeology’. 

While Herodotus and Thucydides were embroiled in intel- 
lectual invention, the broad mass of Greek toilers, in whom 
the ‘historical spirit’ had yet to be awakened sufficiently, per- 
sisted in their old myth-loving ways. For that matter, the 
irreconcilable factual disagreements between, say, Ktesias and 
Xenophon over ‘what was actually happening’ at the Persian 
court in c.400, or between Xenophon and the ‘Oxyrhynchus 
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Historian’ over the course of the battle of Sardis in 395, suggest 
that not many would-be historians shared Thucydides’ self- 
proclaimed passion for ‘accuracy’ (akribeia) above dll else. 
History as entertainment generally prevailed over history as 
Instruction throughout the course of ancient Greek historio- 
graphy, barring conspicuously isolated exceptions like Polybius 
(second century sce), the historian of Rome’s emergence to 
Mediterranean suzerainty. 

Indeed, such was the enduring power of myth that not only 
did Plato make a speciality of creating new, philosophical ones 
(like the Myth of Er in the Republic), but even stern old 
Aristotle, who had once derogatorily labelled Herodotus the 
‘myth-teller’ (muthologos, Generation of Animals 756°6), found 
himself confessing willy-nilly late in life that ‘the more I am a 
selfer and a loner, the more fond have I become of muthoi’ 
(fragment 668). Perhaps this was because they seemed to reveal 
to him, as they have more recently to the structural anthro- 
pologist Claude Lévi-Strauss, deep truths about the human 
condition. Or perhaps he was simply bowing to the inevitable, 
and conceding the attractive power of a kind of discourse that 
was deeply embedded in the received and reputable opinions, 
the phainomena and endoxa, of Greek culture. It is in the 
latter context that this book, at any rate, must attempt 
to come to terms with Classical Greek myth. For all that 
Herodotus and Thucydides did in a sense make a breakthrough 
from myth to history, their representation of the past was at 
the same time conditioned inevitably by the dominant paradigms 
of their culture’s mentality, not least the paradigm of polarized 
thinking that we shall be exploring further under various rubrics. 


Entr’acte 
Others in Images and Images of Others 


The Need for Images 

The Greeks, as Alain Schnapp (1988) acutely observed, needed 
images, of many different kinds. Barbarians, or rather some 
barbarians in the eyes of some Greeks, did not need images at 
all (Schnapp 2000). Imagery, even more obviously than the pro- 
verbial beauty, was all in the eye of the beholder. In this new 
additional section I shall use a commentary on a selection of 
Greek images of various categories of ‘others’ as a counterpoint 
to the extended commentary on my four principal written sources, 
Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, and Aristotle, that comprises 
the bulk of this small book. On occasions, the counterpoint 
shades into contradiction, a further complication of what is 
already a complex picture. 

That the imagery of alterity or of Others is a subject in its own 
right, and a very lively one at that, is illustrated graphically not 
only by Brian Sparkes’s most useful article (Sparkes 1997) but 
also by the appearance in 2000 of two major collections of articles 
devoted to the topic of ancient Greek (and Roman) visual repre- 
sentations or constructions of what one of them calls ‘Counter- 
worlds’ (Gegenwelten: Hélscher ed. 2000; the other collection is 
Cohen ed. 2000). In that same year an aptly reflexive general study 
of Greek art self-consciously included a chapter entitled ‘Greeks 
and Others’ (Fullerton 2000: ch. 2). The most acute problem I 
have faced here therefore is, for once, an abundance, rather than a 
dearth, of potential sources. Although the preponderance of suit- 
able images that survive derives as ever from the Athenian reper- 
toire, as the title alone of the Cohen collection conveys, the visual 
evidence from the great ‘pan-Hellenic’ or ‘interstate’ sanctuaries 
of Olympia, Delphi, and so on suggests that images might be taken 
to ‘mean’ pretty much the same to Greeks whatever their civic ori- 
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gin. Exactly what they meant to any one Greek, however, at any 
one moment, is of course by no stretch of the imagination a 
straightforward matter to discern. To speak of a ‘Greek’ way of 
viewing must therefore be construed often, or perhaps usually, as 
in some sense just a manner of speaking. 


Plate 1 History v. Myth 

The Parthenon frieze 

Perhaps the /ocus classicus of modern scholarly dispute over the 
meaning of a Classical Greek image is the Parthenon frieze. Does 
it depict the Panathenaia festival, or perhaps a Panathenaia festi- 
val? Does it look back to the Persian Wars, in which Athens stood 
shoulder to shoulder with Sparta to resist the barbarian invader, 
or forward to the (renewed) Peloponnesian War, in which Athens 
and Sparta went head to head in what Thucydides saw as a 
carnival of internecine Hellenic reaction? Was it intended to 
belong to the time of myth, set in the eternal past, or of utopia, 
projected into the eternal future? Or was it intended to be, as it 
certainly also is, a monument of as well as a memorial to its own 
time, the third quarter of the fifth century BCE? In any case, might 
not what was intended by its designer, putatively Pheidias, have 
been quite different from what was in the minds of the Athenian 
people or of its two chosen architects, who respectively voted for 
and designed the construction of the temple of Athena Parthenos 
as a whole ? 

My own hunch is that the ordinary Athenians as they (he or 
she) viewed the Parthenon frieze would not have recognized the 
distinction between ‘history’ and ‘myth’ as adumbrated, for 
example, by Herodotus to be relevantly applicable. The scene 
depicted, whatever it was, belonged for them equally to both 
spheres. Or rather to neither: for that distinction, as Thucydides 
rather ruefully acknowledged (6. 59), had yet to be articulated 
in the popular Athenian consciousness and remained indeed a 
predominantly élite conception thereafter. When we speak of 
‘Greek historical images’ (Hölscher 1973), in other words, history 
should probably be interpreted in this context more loosely as 
story rather than strictly as critical historiography. 
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Consider, in contrast, the following two images, the first of 
which was intended more for private viewing, the second for a less 
restricted public gaze. The impact of both depended on a shared, 
universally Greek understanding of the polar opposition between 
Greeks and the rest of mankind, the ‘Barbarians’. 


Plate 2 Greeks v. Barbarians l 

Athens, Nat Mus Inv. 9683 [World of Athens (WA) 7: 6 

p. 298] Herakles and King Busiris: c.470 

On the face of it, the most ‘civilized’ of the barbarians or non- 
Greeks by whom the Greeks found themselves abutted or 
encircled were the Egyptians. So Greek-like were at least some 
of them thought to be that Herodotus (2. 2) could amusingly 
represent a Pharaoh of the late seventh century whom he calls 
Psammetichos (Psamtik in Egyptian) as behaving uncannily like a 
Greek intellectual of the second half of the fifth century, conduct- 
ing a social-scientific experiment to discover which was the 
aboriginal, the absolute first, human language. 

Of course, there was a sting in that tale, as Psammetichos finds 
his confident expectation that it would be Egyptian confounded 
by the ‘discovery’ that it was in ‘fact’ Phrygian; and later on in 
that same second Book devoted chiefly to Egyptian matters 
Herodotus (2. 147) comments slyly that the Egyptians are 
incapable of living without kings—unlike, he implies, the more 
politically developed, republican Greeks. Yet one suspects 
that Herodotus’ long drawn out catalogue of polar cultural 
oppositions between the nomoi of the Greeks and those of the 
Egyptians (2. 35-6) owes much to the awkward recognition that 
the Egyptians’ culture was at least a good deal older than that of 
the Greeks and that their civilization, though very different, was 
at least impressively cultured and not barbarous or barbaric in the 
way, for example, of the justice-less ‘man-eating’ Androphagoi 
Scythians. 

Another Egyptian king in whom the Greeks showed great 
interest, a figure entirely of legend rather than of myth-history 
like Psammetichos, was one Busiris, the supposed eponym of the 
place of that name. This king had the unfortunate habit of treat- 
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ing all foreigners extremely badly, and more specifically of failing, 
like the above-mentioned Androphagoi, to realize that eating 
people is wrong. That is, he did the very opposite of treating 
visitors with the respect that Zeus Xenios, Zeus of strangers, 
would have required of his Greek devotees. Until, that is, a certain 
Greek stranger confronted him in his own backyard—none other 
than the universal Greek culture-hero, Herakles. True, Herakles’ 
own eating habits were not entirely comme il faut-—he ate too 
much, too often, and too indiscriminately, giving rise to a number 
of cautionary cultural stories (Bruit and Schmitt 1992: 171-2). 
But when it came to dealing with monsters who threatened civil- 
ized values, whether of the animal or the human variety, Herakles 
was your man. The Pan Painter has taken care here to emphasize 
visibly the negroid, non-Greek physical features of Busiris’ cow- 
ardly minions, and above all the culturally decisive attribute of 
circumcision—a practice which the Greeks viewed (in more senses 
than one) with shock and horror. 


Plate 3 Greeks v. Barbarians I] 
BM [Spivey 1997: fig. 141] 
Bassai Amazonomachy 


From an individual male barbarian we turn to a collectivity, 
indeed a society, of female ones, the Amazons. They are to be 
found, prominently, in tragedy, comedy, the funeral oration, his- 
toriography, and, not least, visual art. In the latter, they are 
popular both on privately owned and used vases and in publicly 
displayed sculpture. This is no mean feat for a people which was, 
in every sense, imaginary. 

It is true that the Amazons had a special affinity for the Athe- 
nian sensibility and consciousness. The Athenians’ local lore and 
tradition gloried in ancestors who repulsed an invasion of 
Amazons and, yet more interestingly, in a founder-hero, Theseus, 
who ‘married’ one and fathered on her Hippolytus, eponym of 
one of Euripides’ most dramatically satisfying extant plays. All 
the same, the Amazons were by no means a peculiarly Athenian 
phenomenon, but rather a truly Greek invention. Their ubiqui- 
tousness in classical Greece is quite remarkable. They spoke to 
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and spoke for a panhellenic mode of self-definition by polar 
opposition. 

This local Athenian and panhellenic reception was given a 
spectacular boost by the Persian invasions of 490 and 480-479, 
since these too were incursions of exotic foreigners whose way of 
life threatened that of the Greeks both symbolically and physic- 
ally, and incursions that were also spectacularly repulsed. More- 
over, as was typically the case with Greek conceptual dualism, 
one set of oppositions, Greek v. Barbarian, was intercut with 
and reinforced by another, Men v. Women. For, as Lillian 
Doherty has recently put it (2001: 137), the versions of Amazon 
myths 


that have survived are fully mythic in their neat reversals of Greek 
(especially Athenian) norms . . . they valued daughters above sons, to the 
point of killing or giving away male babies born to them (as unwanted 
daughters might be exposed in Greek society); they assumed all the roles 
reserved for males in Greece, administering their own affairs and 
engaging in warfare. Above all they rejected marriage outright, seeking 
sexual contact with men only sporadically and for their own purposes— 
that 1s, for their own pleasure or to reproduce their society of women... 
As might be expected, the Greeks consistently portrayed Amazons as 
losing their battles with Greek heroes, who represented the ‘proper’ 
patriarchal order. 


Nowhere does the Greekness of the Amazon myth and repre- 
sentation obtrude more strikingly than in the interior frieze of a 
late fifth-century temple erected in the relatively isolated back- 
water of Bassai, in the territory of ancient Phigaleia in inland 
Arkadia. The architect of this magnificent limestone temple was 
reputedly the Athenian Iktinos, ‘the Kite’, joint architect with 
Kallikrates of the earlier Athenian Parthenon, where a battle of 
civilized Greeks and anti-civilized Amazons is also featured prom- 
inently. Yet the Phigaleians’ honorand was not Athena the Virgin, 
a goddess with obviously relevant cultural and gender as well as 
military implications, but Apollo Epikourios, Apollo the Helper. 
For what help was the god of healing and song being specifically 
thanked? 

The late writer Pausanias (8. 41. 8) had gleaned a connection 
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with deliverance from a plague, analogously to a temple devoted 
to an Apollo who had ‘turned away’ a pestilence—-presumably the 
Great Plague of 430 and following—at Athens. But. quite apart 
from the problem of the authenticity of that testimony at a dis- 
tance of nearly six centuries, such an explanation seems a little too 
distant from Arkadian concerns and a little too Athens- 
influenced to carry complete conviction. Far more persuasive is 
the suggestion that the Apollo of Bassai was the Apollo of mer- 
cenaries (Greek epikouroi). From since well before the time of the 
Persian Wars (Herodotus 1. 66. 2) Arkadia had been famed as a 
hungry, unforgiving land, and from the Persian War period on 
(Herodotus 8. 26. 1; Hermippos 63. 18) as a source of hungry 
young men seeking a livelihood, at least temporarily, through 
mercenary service abroad. One thinks automatically of Xeno- 
phon’s ‘Ten Thousand’ mercenaries, the largest ethnic contingent 
of whom was drawn from Arkadia. That expedition postdated the 
construction of the Temple of Apollo at Bassai by almost a gen- 
eration, but the service of the Ten Thousand within the Persian 
empire provides just the oriental context within which the Greek 


. Imagination placed the race of the Amazons, the ne plus ultra 


(as the Greeks fervently hoped) of oriental barbarian female 
independence. 


Plate 4 Men v. Women 
BM, Inv. E 467 [WA 2: 5 p. 96] 
Athene and Pandora 


The myth of Pandora was foundational for the Greeks in the 
most basic way. As depicted in Hesiod’s Theogony, she was the 
primordial woman, a sort of Greek Eve. But, as Lillian Doherty 
has pointed out (2001: 136), ‘Hesiod does not call her the mother 
of all subsequent humans but only of the genos gunaikôn, the 
“race of women”.’ It would be hard to think of a sharper illustra- 
tion of the extreme sexual dimorphism, the extreme polarization 
of gender, that the ancient Greeks fervently believed in and tried 
very hard to practise. 

Pandora owed her name, “All-Gifts’, to the fact that all the gods 
and goddesses conspired to load her with suitable—and suitably 
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positive—attributes. Athenians, however, who also worshipped 
their own local version of Pandora, might be forgiven for concen- 
trating on the gift-giving of their own patron deity, Athena, such 
as is illustrated in this large red-figure kalyx krater (sympotic 
wine-mixing bowl) attributed to the Niobid Painter of the mid- 
fifth century, roughly contemporary with the Parthenon wherein a 
version of Pandora was also figured. 

There remained, however, a certain irony as well as aptness in 
the juxtaposition of Athena and Pandora. For whereas Pandora 
was as female and feminine as it was possible to be, quintessen- 
tially so one might say, the feminine sexuality of Athena was, to 
say the least of it, somewhat challenged. Not only had she been 
born of a man, her father Zeus, not a woman, but she had not 
gone through the normal rituals of marriage and defloration that 
to Greek ways of thinking made an immature female human 
being into a woman in the full sense, a guné as opposed to parthe- 
nos. ‘Parthenos’, virgin, was indeed precisely one of her cultic 
epithets, the one honoured and ritually celebrated in the shrine 
known as the Parthenon (actually only a part of the building we 
conventionally but inaccurately refer to as the Parthenon). More- 
over, apart from her feminine craft skills of weaving and suchlike, 
Athena was surprisingly comfortably at home in the exclusively 
male preserve of the battlefield, and was indeed depicted as a 
warrior in, most conspicuously, her role as Athena Promachos or 
‘Frontline fighter’. 

Thus Pandora and Athena, so far from standing shoulder to 
shoulder for femininity, might even be construed as standing for 
opposed gender ideals. This may explain why our painter is care- 
ful to show Athena as about to bedeck Pandora with a character- 
istically feminine adornment, a fancy necklace. In this case at 
least, the sexual proprieties were to be faithfully observed. Other 
elements in the other friezes of this exceptionally fine sympotic 
vase—actors dressed as satyrs, au/os-players (see further below, 
Plate 5)—indicate its strongly Dionysiac association. 


dinini- 
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Plate 5 Citizens v. Aliens 
BM E 532 [Bérard 1989a: fig. 192] 
Satyr as citizen, Pelike €.430 


In Plato’s Symposium, with its dramatic date of 416 BCE, 
Alkibiades starts his speech as follows: 

The way I am going to set out to praise Socrates, gentlemen, is through 
images. Now he will probably think it’s meant to amuse everybody, but 
the purpose of the image will in fact be to tell the truth, not to be amus- 
ing. I declare that he is most like those silenuses that sit in statuary shops, 
the ones the craftsmen make, with auloi, and when you open them up by 
taking them apart, they turn out to have statues of gods inside them. 


No such figures of Silenus happen to have survived from 
antiquity, though the idea of ‘a god within’ another statue or 
image is known from medieval Christian Europe and from 
Hindu India. But the likening of Socrates in his outward facial 
appearance to a Silenus is instructive enough for our purposes. A 
Silenus was an elderly form of satyr, and satyrs were part-man, 
part-beast, representing both the beast in man and the close 
association, sometimes even imagined kinship, of human and 
animal. Their association with Dionysus served, not incidentally, 
to help position mortal men on the moral scale somewhere 
between gods and beasts. Our chosen illustration of a demurely 
robed satyr, from an Athenian red-figure oenochoe ( wine-jug) of 
¢.430, stretches the humanity of the imaginary representation to 
its greatest possible—and therefore most satirical——degree by 
figuring him as a respectable citizen . . . on the outside. The effect, 
presumably intended by the artist, is to suggest that the bestial, 
the lawless, the wild lurk beneath, and not all that far beneath, the 
surface of the polished, humane civic identity of the idealized 
Greek male. 

In controlled contexts such as the orgia or religious rituals of 
Dionysos, as celebrated by private companies (thiasoi) of initiates, 
such exotic licensed excess was considered not only tolerable but 
necessary; one of the civic lessons of Euripides’ Bacchae of 406/5 
was, presumably, that to deny the Dionysiac impulse could lead 
to appalling outrages, especially among women. Conversely, ex- 
pression of Dionysiac bestiality in unlicensed, non-normative 
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contexts, especially by males, was bound to be no less destructive. 
The mad havoc wreaked on all and sundry at Mykalessos in 413 
by barbarian, and barbarous, mercenaries from Thrace, a land of 
noted Dionysiac associations, was a lesson for all Thucydides’ 
readers. So too the fiendish destruction of the public and private 
Hermes figures in Athens two years earlier, on the ill-omened eve 
of sailing of the Athenian armada for Sicily. 

The prime mover of that expedition, and implausibly alleged 
mastermind of that sacrilegious destruction, was Alcibiades, 
Plato’s sympotic character Alkibiades, as quoted above, mentions 
that the statuaries’ Silenuses were depicted with auloi, that is, a 
form of reed-pipe something like our oboe usually played in 
doubled form. The very instrument was itself also shot through 
with moral-psychological ambivalence. It was, on one hand, a 
necessary accompaniment of, for example, tragic drama, a prop- 
erly civic Dionysiac ritual. Yet at the same time the aulos carried 
overtones of irrational and orgiastic excess, prompting Aristotle 
in Book 8 of the Politics (1341“25) even to claim that it “prevents 
the use of /ogos’, that is the free and reasoned speech of the ideal 
Greek polities (Wilson 1999; 2001: 130-1). 


Plate 6 Free v. Slave 

Paris, Louvre 2587 [WA 4: 19 p. 185] 

Thracian slave girl, Aigisthus Painter. ©.475-50 

A twisted, polemical Athenian writer of strongly oligarchic 
persuasion composed a paradoxical pamphlet somewhere in the 
second half of the fifth century, probably in the 420s or 410s. It is 
in fact the earliest extant substantial piece of Attic literary prose, 
and in the English-speaking world it goes by the familiar name of 
the Old Oligarch. At least the second half of that title is accurate. 
One of the many uncongenial features of life in contemporary, 
democratic Athens at which he (almost certainly the author is 
male) rails is the awkward circumstance that you could hardly 
tell apart a poor free citizen and a slave solely by their appearance. 
So difficult were they to distinguish indeed that you might get into 
serious trouble for doing physical violence to a free citizen, after 
mistaking him or her for a slave. That would have been to commit 
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hubris, a categorical confusion of status with the most serious 
political and cultural implications. 

A great deal of allowance has to be made for the author’s sheer 
class prejudice, but implicit in his indignation is the thoroughly 
Greek notion that not only ought slaves to be different, in terms 
of their legal status and ideally their essentially servile ‘nature’, 
but they ought to look different also. Thus in Sparta, for example, 
one of the many indignities the Spartans heaped on their servile 
class of Helots was to force them to wear certain types of cloth- 
ing, made of animal skin rather than woven fibres, in order both 
to reduce them symbolically to the status of beasts and to justify 
thereby as well as enforce their social degradation. But the Spar- 
tans had an added reason for taking this trouble, in that the unfree 
Helots were also Greeks like their masters. Most slaves in Greece, 
that is the imported chattel slaves, were not. Almost by definition 
they were barbarian outlanders, foreigners alienated from their 
natal condition by cultural difference as well as, usually, by 
physical force. 

One of the prime areas from which the Greeks derived their 
slaves was the fringe northern territory of Thrace, which corres- 
ponds roughly to modern Bulgaria. So intimate was the linkage 
between Thrace and slavery that at Athens ‘Thratta’ and ‘Thrax’, 
the ethnics for ‘Thracian female’ and ‘Thracian male’, were 
standard slave names. On this pot we see represented just such a 
‘Thratta’. Though she is not named as such, her ethnic affiliation 
is made perfectly clear by the draughtsman for the benefit of 
his no doubt free Greek client or patron, both in her dress and 
hairstyle and in her tattoos on neck as well as arms. 

One further thought must not be left unspoken, however. The 
draughtsman might well himself have been a slave, even possibly a 
Thracian by origin. At any rate, there was nothing incongruous or 
incompatible between servile status and Outstanding craftsman- 
ship. For instance, the elaborate architectural decoration of the 
Erekhtheion temple on the Athenian akropolis in the last decade 
of the fifth century was in part carved by slaves. Nor, of course, 
were slave status and literacy incompatible. A recently published 
lead letter from Athens, dated to the fourth century, is most 
easily interpreted as written by a slave. So far as fine pottery 
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manufacture goes, one Athenian pot survives, of late sixth- 
century date, explicitly signed by ‘Lydos the slave’, or possibly ‘the 
Lydian slave’. Now, one of the very best Attic early Classical 
potters, who was also perhaps a painter, went by the name of 
Brygos, and the Brygoi were a Thracian people. The accuracy and 
sensitivity of the portrayal of a Thracian slave woman on this pot 
might therefore have owed something to the shared ethnicity of 
the painter. 


Plate 7 Gods v. Mortals I 


Brauron Mus Inv. 1153 (32 + 32a) 
Sacrifice relief scene, 4 c. 


One modern definition of the ancient Greek gods, by A. D. 
Nock, labelled them as ‘larger Greeks’. The definition aimed to 
capture three essential features of the Greek projection and repre- 
sentation of the divine. First, that the gods—and goddesses—-were 
perceived according to human canons, in anthropomorphic 
forms; as Herodotus (2. 53. 2) put it, ‘Homer and Hesiod were the 
first . . . to describe [the gods’] forms’. But not merely generically 
human, but specifically Greek, forms: Xenophanes of Kolophon 
(fr. 168) in the late sixth or early fifth century had memorably 
commented that the Thracians’ gods had light blue eyes and red 
hair, the Ethiopians’ snub noses and black skin. Third, the gods 
and goddesses were both physically and spiritually bigger than 
ordinary human beings—they were deathless, ageless, ate different 
food, could perform feats of aerial and terrestrial movement not 
available to humans, and so forth. 

In many representations, especially on the pediments or 
metopes of temples, or in free-standing statuary, the divine pan- 
theon received superhuman, larger than life bodies, none more so 
than the gargantuan figures used as column-substitutes on the 
fifth-century temple of Zeus at Akragas in Greek Sicily. In our 
more modest, indeed domestic image, the sculptor of this dedica- 
tory relief from Brauron in east Attica has expressed the gulf 
between the gods and their mortal worshippers in terms of rela- 
tive scale. Comparatively puny humans pay cult to their much 
larger divine protectress and patron, Artemis, chief divinity of 
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Brauron. And they do so in the characteristic manner of pre- 
Christian Greek religion, by way of animal blood-sacrifice. In 
addition to, and just in front of, the stag that symbolizes Artemis’ 
function as goddess of hunting on the wild margins and is repre- 
sented on a comparably supernatural scale, there is just detectable 
the head of a much smaller beast, presumably a real-world 
domesticated doe. 

The human worshippers too are carefully graded in size 
according to their relative age and status. From the two tiniest 
figures, who like the woman bending over the doe may perhaps 
be slaves, through the young boy and the two adolescent males 
to the three fully adult bearded males and the adult female the 
sculptor has minutely observed, in an almost photographic way, 
the generational structure of this family at worship. The sacri- 
ficial ritual as depicted here emphasizes the necessary linkage 
of gods and men, but other representations in other media. 
for example the aboriginal myth in Hesiod of Prometheus’ 
theft of fire against Zeus’ will, at the same time underlined 
the unbridgeable distance between the divine and the human 
spheres. 


Plate 8 Gods v. Mortals I] 
BM, Coins & Medals, Inv. 1871-11-7-1 [WA HI: 21 p. 50] 
Gold Stater: Apollo (obv.) + Philip II (rev.) 


In principle the human and the divine spheres were considered 
by the ancient Greeks to be separate, unequal, and untransgress- 
ible. Or rather, whereas gods and goddesses might f reely penetrate 
the human world, mortal men and women could not become 
gods. One way indeed of cutting down to size an overweening 
mortal such as Pausanias, Regent of Sparta and commander-in- 
chief of the loyalist Greeks at Plataia in 479, was to remind him 
precisely that he was not a god, that he should ‘think mortal’ 
(thnéta phronein) as the tragic poets including Sophocles put it. 
Yet, late in the fifth century, or early in the fourth, a significant 
breach in that supposedly watertight barrier was effected—by the 
ruling group on the island of Samos in the immediate aftermath 
of the Peloponnesian War. 
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The man singled out for this unprecedentedly honorific atten- 
tion was a Spartan Heraklid, that is, an aristocrat supposedly 
descended lineally on his father’s side from Herakles: and 
Herakles, although he did admittedly start with the natural 
advantage of having Zeus for his father, had been accorded the 
singular honour of being received into the company of the 
immortal gods on the top of Mount Olympos—thanks to his 
Labours. Lysander, the Spartan honorand in question, could 
claim lineal descent from Zeus via Herakles, but. notwithstanding 
his own self-estimate, his practical achievements hardly stood 
comparison with those of the hero-god. 

His claim to Samian fame was that he was a political saviour 
and restorer. He had ejected a fanatically pro-Athenian demo- 
cratic regime and established in its place a very narrow form of 
oligarchic rule, an extreme dunasteia, placing power in the hands 
of just ten men, formerly exiles, who were equally devoted and 
fanatical followers of his. In gratitude to Lysander they repaid 
him, apparently in his lifetime, with the religious honours that 
were normally paid only to gods. They paid him, that is, superior 
honours even to those paid exceptionally to ‘heroes’, The latter 
were wholly mortal men who were treated posthumously with 
especial reverence on account of their benefactions, men such as 
the Spartan Brasidas at Akanthos. There is good reason for 
believing that Lysander personally would have not have found this 
dangerously hybristic treatment unwelcome. and may perhaps 
have prompted it. But in 395 he was killed in central Greece, 
and the precedent set by the Samian oligarchs was not followed 
precisely anywhere in Greece that we know of. 

In fact, the next Greek to whom we can say with confidence 
that divine honours were paid by Greeks in his lifetime was Alex- 
ander the Great of Macedon some eighty years or three gener- 
ations later on, by when he was overlord of not only all Greece 
but also much of Asia. However, before Alexander, whose stu- 
pendous feats at least make the award understandable, his father 
Philip had already taken several steps along the road that might 
have led to a lifetime divinization—had he not been assassinated 
in 336. At the greatest panhellenic interstate sanctuary of Olym- 
pia, where he had won a victory early in his reign, a shrine known 


meacain 
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as the Philippeion appears to have been constructed before his 
death; the name suggests at least a hero-shrine. At the time of his 
assassination, a statue of him was being carried in procession at 
his daughter’s wedding, in company with statues representing 
the Twelve Olympian gods. The gold coin illustrated here 
shows Philip in close association with one of the Twelve, Apollo. 
The historical allusion was unmistakable. But it is also rather 
specifically revealing. . 

Philip as a Macedonian had a problem establishing his Greek- 
ness, at any rate in the eyes of his enemies such as Demosthenes 
of Athens (below, p. 197). The officials responsible for organizing 
the Olympic Games in honour of Olympian Zeus did, to be fair, 
openly vouch for his Greekness by allowing him to compete, but 
that was a privilege accorded to him alone of all the Macedoni- 
ans, not because he was Philip but because he was the Macedo- 
nians’ king, on the (mythic) grounds that his ultimate lineal royal 
ancestor Temenos had been a pure Greek immigrant from Pelo- 
ponnesian Argos. Thus the king was the one and only Macedo- 
nian deemed eligible to compete at Olympia, the oldest and the 
grandest of the pan-Hellenic festivals. One way in which Philip 
sought to establish more firmly his challenged Greek creden- 
tials— and thereby, probably, pave the way for the great Hellenic 
crusade of revenge that he proclaimed against the Persian infidel 
in the 330s—was to assume control of the religious Amphiktyony 
or league responsible for running the other major pan-Hellenic 
religious centre, Delphi, sacred to Zeus’ son Apollo. The $0- 
called Third Sacred War provided him with just the opportunity 
required. 

The sanctuary had been taken over in 356 by the Phokians, 
allies of one of Philip’s principal enemies, Athens. Three years 
later, Philip suffered two defeats while taking the side of the legit- 
imate controllers of Delphi, chiefly the Thessalians. These proved 
to be the only two defeats in pitched battle that he was ever to 
suffer in an actively warlike reign of over twenty years. In 352 at 
the battle of the Krokos Field he avenged them with a neat touch 
of symbolic showmanship. His troops went into triumphantly 
successful battle against the Phokians sporting on their heads, not 
only regulation helmets, but also wreaths made from leaves of 
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laurel, Apollo’s sacred tree. Six years later, when final victory in 
the Sacred War was his, Philip assumed control of the Amphikty- 
ony and celebrated the quadrennial Pythian Games with especial 
magnificence. He had much to be grateful to Apollo for—and 
presumably the reverse was true too. At any rate that conjunction 
explains why a gold stater issued either by Philip in his lifetime or, 
after his death, in his name should carry on the obverse a laureate 
head of Apollo and on the reverse an illustration of a four-horse 
chariot with the name ‘Philippos’ in the exergue beneath. 


3 
Alien Wisdom 


Greeks v. Barbarians 


And now what will become of us without Barbarians? — 
Those people were some sort of a solution 


(C. P. Cavafy, ‘Waiting for the Barbarians’) 


Constructing Ethnic Identities 


One of the themes of Chapter 2 was the emergence of 
‘History’ as an intellectual practice, in contradistinction to the 
uncritical telling and retelling of stories for reasons other than 
the desire to reconstruct and explicate a true human past. 
Another was the impossibility, and undesirability, of drawing 
too sharp a boundary between history and fiction in these 
senses. Consider now the following two statements by leading 
contemporary historians, which seem to me to capture this 
tension perfectly with regard to this chapter’s subject, ‘ethnic’ 
self-definition through Greek history. According to the dis- 
tinguished American historian of slavery and women, Carl 
Degler (1983: 4): ‘If history has any purpose as an intellectual 
enterprise it is that through their conception of the past people 
gain a sense of who they are through knowing where they 
have been.’ According to Gareth Stedman Jones, historian 
of ‘outcast’ Victorian London: ‘One of the uses of history 
has always been (in Western society at least) the creation of 
traditional mythologies attributing a historical sanctity to the 
present self-images of groups, classes and societies’ (Stedman 
Jones 1972: 112). 

The distinction between Degler’s ‘purpose’ and Stedman 
Jones’s ‘uses’ is crucial: history has always been used ideo- 
logically for purposes other than those ideally professed by 
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historians. Such a slippage is particularly likely to occur, 
and arguably is even socially necessary, where ethnicity, the 
definition and self-definition of ethnic groups through such 
factors as language, blood, and religion, is at stake. Even 
Classical antiquity has been sucked into the current maelstrom 
of debate over ethnicity, by way of Martin Bernal’s controversial 
Black Athena books. This learned but non-specialist author 
has the confessedly political aim of diminishing racial arrogance. 
This he seeks to achieve by rescuing what he regards as 
the authentic and decisive (Black) Egyptian and (Semitic) 
Phoenician inputs into Classical Greek civilization from what 
he sees as the racist-inspired oblivion imposed by the last two 
centuries of scholarship. The particular relevance of this project 
for us is that Bernal’s star witness to his (genetic) view of 
the truth about the origins and nature of fully developed Classi- 
cal Greek civilization is also one of our principal sources, 
namely Herodotus. However, laudable though Bernal’s aim 
unquestionably is in our contemporary political terms, it is 
systematically frustrated by his inability to read the testimony 
of Herodotus in its original cultural context. 

We shall be considering Herodotus’ contribution in some 
detail below (and again, in a different context, in Chapter 
7). But it is worth pointing out here that Herodotus himself 
was of mixed, not purely Hellenic, origins. He was born in 
Halikarnassos, modern Bodrum on the west coast of modern 
Turkey, perhaps somewhere in the 480s. Thus he was born a 
subject of the Persian Empire, which he was in turn to make 
the subject of his life’s work, in the geographical region known 
as Caria within the Persian satrapy (province) of Lydia. But 
not only was the polis of Halikarnassos not politically indepen- 
dent; it was also not purely Greek. The names of Herodotus’ 
father and uncle (or cousin) are both Carian or Carian-derived, 
the result of either intermarriage or some other close con- 
nection between Greek and ‘native’. Or rather Greek and 
‘barbarian’, in the technical sense that the Carians did not 
speak Greek. It was precisely they whom Homer in his unique 
use of the epithet had described as barbarophonoi or ‘bar-bar- 
speakers’. 
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Moreover, the Greeks who had founded Halikarnassos 
among the Carians some five centuries before Herodotus’ birth 
were themselves apparently not entirely ethnically homo- 
geneous. The majority belonged to the Doric language group 
which predominated in southern Greece, the southern Aegean 
islands (including Crete), and southern Asia Minor. But while 
Herodotus was a young man the city began to publish official 
state documents in the Ionic alphabet, that used by Athens. 
By then, it is true, Halikarnassos was liberated from Persia 
and a member of the anti-Persian military alliance dominated 
by Athens that we call the ‘Delian League’. But the use of the 
Ionic alphabet among non-lonic-speaking east Greek states 
was generally avoided until much later, after the presumed 
date of Herodotus’ death (c.425?). This argues the existence 
of an important Ionian strain in the Greek population of 
Halikarnassos, although dialect-affiliation was not a determinant 
of racial identity in the world of Classical Greece (any more 
than speaking a Semitic language is today). So too, perhaps, 
does Herodotus’ apparent anti-Ionian prejudice, which contrasts 
so vividly with his tolerance of or even admiration for non- 
Greek barbarians. 


The Invention of the Barbarian 


Herodotus’ attitude to non-Greeks, however, was hugely 
untypical, and before we consider his and other Classical Greek 
historical representations of them I want to set his attitude off 
against the stereotyped image prevalent in the consciousness 
of ordinary Greeks-in-the-agora-barbershop during the fifth and 
fourth centuries. The chronology is important here. Homer 
bears little or no trace of ethnocentric and derogatory stereo- 
typing of barbarians, indeed does not actually use the word 
barbaros in any but a descriptive sense (of barbarophonoi 
Carians). Nor is any such process of ‘othering’ apparent in the 
seventh and sixth centuries Bce. For example, Greeks like the 
brother of the aristocratic poet Alkaios (of Lesbos) who enlisted 
as mercenaries under Middle Eastern potentates seem to have 
incurred no social stigma thereby, and, as we saw in Chapter 
2, the Athenian aristocrat Alkmaion actually increased his 
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social kudos by allegedly founding his family’s fortune on 
a windfall from just such an oriental source. Near-Eastern 
mythology and philosophy were absorbed into the mainstream 
of Greek religion and culture in the same period, just as 
Greek artists borrowed and domesticated such oriental ideas 
as the Egyptian colossal male nude statue of stone. A descendant 
of the said Alkmaion, who was presumably named Kroisos 
after the Lydian king, was commemorated by a statue of this 
type, prominently erected in the family burial plot during 
the third quarter of the sixth century. No doubt his father 
enjoyed a prestigious ancestral relationship of ritualized friend- 
ship (xenia) with the Lydian royal house. 

However, by the time of Aeschylus’ Persians, produced at 
the Athenian Great Dionysia festival of 472, the process of 
‘othering’ and indeed inventing ‘the barbarian’ as a homogenized 
stereotype was well underway in Greece, in an early version of 
the specific form of derogatory stereotyping now known as 
‘orientalism’. The catalyst was the defeat of the Persian invasion 
of Greece in 480-479, upon the failure of which the Athenians 
grounded their anti-Persian empire. In cold historical fact the 
defeat had been effected by a shaky and improvised coalition 
of a mere thirty to forty Greek states—out of more than seven 
hundred in the Aegean world alone; and the Athenians’ alliance 
was not as Hellenic as Athenian propaganda maintained. But 
that of course was all the more reason for celebrating the 
feat precisely as ‘Greek’, indeed pan-Hellenic or ‘all-Greek’, 
pour encourager les autres. However, any narrowly political 
dimension introduced into Greek self-awareness by the conflict 
with Persia remained intermittent and evanescent. Even if 
there was something that could be called Greek nationality, 
there was never any chance of there emerging from it a Greek 
nation-state. That fact was silently acknowledged by Herodotus 
in his famous definition of Hellenism (see the Prologue). But it 
was openly bemoaned by Aristotle in his Politics, and it is 
through Aristotle’s text that we gain reliable access to ‘popular’ 
or at any rate ‘dominant’ Greek ideology. 

‘The Hellenic people,’ Aristotle wrote (Politics 1327°29-32), 
‘which is situated between them [Europe and Asia], is likewise 
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intermediate in character. Hence it continues free and is the 
best-governed of any people and, if it could be formed into 
one state (politeia), would be able to rule the world.’ Europe 
(meaning what he knew of it to north and west of the Greek 
world) was for Aristotle cold, spirited, but unintelligent, 
whereas Asia (meaning roughly the Persian Empire, minus the 
Greek pale of settlement at its western extremity) was hot, 
languid, but intelligent. Greece, in conformity with the classically 
Aristotelian notion of the golden mean, enjoyed a moderate 
warmth, and its people therefore managed to combine both 
spirit and intelligence in due measure and proportion. 
That combination, he asserted rather than argued, was the 
explanation of Greek freedom, which he represented as consti- 
tuting a polar contrast to barbarian servility. Moreover, because 
the Greeks were ‘naturally’ free and the barbarians ‘naturally’ 
servile (a point that has special relevance to Aristotle’s doctrine 
of ‘natural’ slavery: Chapter 6), it was right and proper for the 
Greeks to rule barbarians, if only for their own good. This was 
an open endorsement of and invitation to at any rate cultural 
imperialism by the Greeks. 

This mishmash of ideology, illogicality, and wishful thinking 
from the stylus of the founder of Western philosophical logic 
betrays the emotional and cultural charge that the Greek- 
barbarian polarity aroused in him. But just how conventional 
such Greek pseudo-scientific ‘ethnology’ was emerges from an 
earlier exercise in the genre, by a fifth-century contributor to 
the corpus of medical writings ascribed to the great Hippokratés 
of Kos. In a tract entitled Airs Waters Places we read (ch. 16): 


The small variations of climate to which the Asiatics are subject, 
extremes both of heat and of cold being avoided, account for their 
mental flabbiness and cowardice...They are less warlike than 
Europeans and tamer of spirit, for they are not subject to those 
physical changes and the mental stimulation which sharpen tempers 
and induce recklessness and hot-headedness. . . . Such things appear 
to me to be the cause of the feebleness of the Asiatic race, but a 
contributory cause lies in their customs; for the greater part is under 
monarchical rule....[E]ven if a man be born brave and of stout 
heart, his character is ruined by this form of government. 
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Much as we might like to dismiss such reflections, which do 
not do much for the Greeks’ reputation for genius, as aberrant 
and cranky, we are forbidden to do so by the basic feature of 
Aristotle’s political-philosophical method mentioned in Chapter 
1. Unlike his teacher Plato, Aristotle preferred to begin by 
‘positing the phenomena’, starting off from propositions of 
good repute, which in the opinion of the majority or of the 
‘savvy’ (the experts, the prudent) among the Greeks seemed 
valid or fruitful for the subject-matter in hand. In some cases 
Aristotle ended by modifying these received views in some 
significant way, but not here. In the case of barbarians, pre- 
sumably, there was no need for special experience, expertise, 
or intelligence to understand them: being a barbarian boiled 
down to a combination (the wrong one) of temperament and 
intellect. 

So through Aristotle we get access in not very rarefied 
form to the thinking or rather prejudice of ‘ordinary’ Greeks. 
Confirmation that this was indeed the standard view is easily 
found in a wide range of Athenian literature, for example 
the plays of Aeschylus and Euripides (though it is of course 
quite another matter whether the playwrights agreed with the 
sentiments they dramatized), and speeches delivered before 
mass juries in the Athenian popular jury-courts. 


Dissentient Voices 


A major—and arguably the major—incentive to unthinking 
acceptance of the standard stereotype was the fact that the 
majority of slaves in the Classical Greek world were by origin 
barbarian. Even Greeks who owned no slaves aspired to do so 
and identified themselves with their slave-owning compatriots 
in embracing wholeheartedly the ideology of freedom: Greeks 
(like the Britons of ‘Rule Britannia’) never, never shall be 
slaves, whereas barbarians were naturally slavish and so tailor- 
made for servitude. Fear of enslavement, even if only temporary 
or metaphorical (and, as we shall see in Chapter 6, Greeks 
considered a remarkably wide range of behaviours, attitudes, 
occupations, and lifestyles to be servile), was an ever-pressing 
motive for ‘othering’ the barbarian for the majority of ordinary 
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free, citizen Greeks. But against the trend there were a few 
bold spirits who protested with various arguments and varying 
degrees of urgency, among them, happily, some of our principal 
literary sources. 

I begin, however, not with a historian, but with a philosopher 
who may also have been a politically motivated man, namely 
Antiphon of Athens. He is usually called ‘Antiphon the Sophist’, 
partly because he is a characteristic product of the Sophistic 
movement, but also in order to distinguish him from Antiphon 
the legal speechwriter and politician. The latter was a man 
of extreme anti-democratic views who was executed for high 
treason in 411/10 after masterminding a successful but shortlived 
oligarchic coup. However, it is now widely believed that the 
two supposed Antiphons are really one. If so, the most exclusive 
and exclusionary brand of political ideology could coexist in 
one and the same brain (or psukhé, as the Greeks thought of 
it: see Chapter 4) with the most broadminded and humanistic 
radicalism. For Antiphon the Sophist, in accordance with the 
Sophists’ typical intellectual move of questioning the intrinsic 
validity of all social norms, denied that there was such a 
category as barbarians by nature. Since all human beings shared 
the same nature, i.e. had an identical physical and intellectual 
makeup, barbarian difference, and a fortiori barbarian natural 
inferiority, had to be a matter of mere arbitrary social convention 
(nomos) and not a fact of essential and unalterable nature 
(phusis). 


Pan-Hellenism 


Few are known to have followed Antiphon down this intellectual 
path in Classical Greece, and none sought to convert his re- 
flections on papyrus into concrete political reality. It was another 
century before the Stoic school of philosophy mooted the 
brotherhood of man as a serious moral tenet, and in practice 
even where Stoics acquired political influence, or the men with 
political power in the Hellenistic world were themselves Stoics, 
barbarians were still found good to think with in mundane 
political terms. Indeed, the coming of the Romans in the third 
and second centuries BCE merely aggravated the barbarians’ 
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categorical inferiority, since the new masters of the Greek 
world wanted to be regarded as cultured and thus not as 
barbarians (which, technically, in Greek eyes they inevitably 
were). 

In the Classical period, as we might have inferred from the 
passage in Aristotle’s Politics discussed above, the trend went 
in the opposite direction from Antiphon. Not only was it 
thought good to have barbarian slaves in the Greek world, but 
in the fourth century the more articulate and conservative 
Greeks began to formulate a theory of the relationship between 
Greeks and their barbarian neighbours that enshrined the 
negative, slavish stereotype. This theory (if that is not too 
grand a word) is known for short as ‘pan-Hellenism’. It survives 
most extensively in the abundant political pamphleteering of 
the Athenian crypto-oligarch Isokrates (436-338). Terrified 
by what he saw (or affected to see) as the imminent threat 
of political revolution from below, involving confiscation and 
redistribution of the landed property owned by plutocrats like 
himself in favour of poor, rootless Greeks, he consistently 
advocated over a period of almost half a century a single 
panacea: the conquest of some part of the Persian Empire to 
act as a sump for the dregs of Greece under the slogan of all- 
Greek revenge and reparation for the sacrilege and material 
damage inflicted by Xerxes in 480-479. As it happened, the 
Persian Empire was in fact conquered from the west, and 
under just such a liberationist slogan, but the conqueror, 
Alexander the Great, was a Macedonian and only technically 
a Greek, in the sense that the king of Macedon alone of 
his people was permitted to compete in the pan-Hellenic 
Olympic Games (Herodotus 5. 22). To some Greeks, indeed, 
though not to Isokrates (or Aristotle, who tutored Alexander 
and whose father had ministered medically to Alexander’s 
grandfather), all Macedonians were virtually or utterly bar- 
barians, even though they probably spoke a Greek-based 
dialect. 

Pan-Hellenism thus worked itself out somewhat paradoxically 
and ironically in practice, and Isokrates lived long enough 
(he died aged 98) to witness first the conquest of Greece 
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by Alexander’s father Philip and then the beginning of his 
assault on Persia, which had to be completed by Alexander 
following Philip’s assassination in 336. Our other major source 
on pan-Hellenism, however, would have been considerably 
more astonished by this outcome, since he had died some 
twenty years earlier when Philip’s rise to ascendancy was not 
very far advanced and the power of Persia still constituted a 
formidable factor in Greek thinking and politics. That source 
is Xenophon (c.427-354). 

Two factors chiefly inspired Xenophon’s pan-Hellenist out- 
look: first, his, experience as a mercenary in Asia Minor and 
the Middle East from the Aegean to Mesopotamia between 
402 and 400; second, his meeting, when still a mercenary, with 
King Agesilaos IJ of Sparta during his anti-Persian campaign 
of 396-394. The first convinced him that the western reaches 
of the Persian Empire were less formidable than was normally 
thought, the second that Persian-hating was a vital ingredient 
of Greek political correctness. 

The story of Xenophon’s ‘March Up-Country’ (Anabasis) to 
take part in a Persian royal succession struggle and of his 
triumphant return to the Black Sea (thalassa, thalassa, ‘the 
sea! the sea!’) and to (Greek) civilization is—or was—familiar 
to Macaulay’s proverbial schoolboy. What may be less well 
known is that the Anabasis is also the earliest extant example 
of the genre of reflective autobiographical travelogue. I select 
just one passage to illustrate how travel narrows the mind, a 
classic piece of ethnocentric ethnography. The Mossynoeci 
tribe on the southern shore of the Black Sea (already mentioned 
by Herodotus, 3. 94, 7. 98) were, according to Xenophon, the 
most barbarous, that is, the most un-Greek, of all the many 
barbarian peoples that he and the ‘Ten Thousand’ mercenaries 
encountered. The main reason for this distinction was not 
a matter of their sexual usages (as it would have been for 
Herodotus: see below and next chapter), but of their food- 
habits. For the Mossynoeci did not normally eat bread. The 


force of that cultural lapse can be gauged by considering the 


importance to the Greeks of the earth-mother goddess of grain, 
Demeter, especially at Eleusis in Attica, where initiation into 
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the Mysteries was pan-Hellenic in the precise sense that it was 
open to all who could speak Greek (regardless of ethnic origin 
and social status). 

The Anabasis contains much historical material but was not 
itself a work of history. The so-called Hellenica or ‘Greek 
History’ (not Xenophon’s own title) purported to be just 
that; indeed, it masqueraded as a continuation of Thucydides’ 
truncated history of the Peloponnesian War. I say ‘masqueraded’ 
because what Xenophon considered ‘worthy of record’ 
(axiologon) in history was very different from what Thucydides 
had decided to treat, and his moralizing manner was almost 
the exact opposite of his predecessor’s austerely self-denying 
stance of amoral objectivity. Pan-Hellenism therefore receives 
an overt seal of approval in the Hellenica, whether it is the 
Spartan Kallikratidas’ pontificating that Greeks should not fawn 
on the barbarian for silver (1. 6. 7), or Agesilaos’ pose as a 
new Agamemnon (3. 4. 3,7. 1.34), or an Arkadian ambassador’s 
returning from the Persian court to quip about the fabulously 
rich Great King’s minuscule golden plane-tree (‘not big enough 
to shade a cicada’!) (7. 1. 38). 


Some Barbarians More Equal than Others 


Xenophon, however, did not speak with one voice on the 
barbarian question, even within the Anabasis and Hellenica. 
Moreover, as we shall see, he wrote an entire work, admittedly 
one of fiction or theory, with a barbarian as its hero. Not that 
this is all that surprising either in biographical or in cross- 
cultural terms. For is it not of the essence of ‘othering’ that the 
‘other’ group be treated categorically and normatively as an 
undifferentiated homogeneous mass, while individual members 
with whom ego has a personal relationship that contradicts the 
stereotyped image are treated as being by definition exceptions 
who prove the rule? The ‘some of my best friends are Persians, 
Jews, ...’ syndrome, at any rate, flourished both in Xenophon’s 
life and in his writings. 

Another linguistic upshot of the Graeco-Persian Wars of 
480-479 besides the negative connotation of ‘barbarian’ was 
the coinage of médismos to mean passive sympathy or active 
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collaboration with ‘the Mede’. By that term the Greeks included 
or really meant the Persians. For it was part and parcel of their 
ethnocentric homogenization of the Iranian enemy that in their 
vocabulary they refused to distinguish between the related but 
distinct Medes and Persians; what we call the ‘Persian Wars’ 
were for Herodotus ta Médika, literally ‘Median things’. To an 
extent, of course, the very coinage of the term was designed to 
be prophylactic or judgemental rather than descriptive, and it 
could easily degenerate into a mere party-political slogan. But 
Themistokles, for example, after masterminding the Persians’ 
defeat at Salamis in 480, really did ‘medize’ by ending his days 
as a valued pensioner of the Persian Great King. So indeed 
might Xenophon have done, had his mercenary employer, the 
Persian pretender Cyrus the Younger, defeated his older brother 
King Artaxerxes II at Cunaxa near Nineveh in 401. Xenophon 
saw nothing ideologically demeaning, that is, in serving a bar- 
barian prince for pay (that was not what he would have called 
‘fawning on the barbarian for silver’), or in painting a portrait 
of his former employer in the Anabasis that in no way relied 
on the standard Greek negative stereotype. 

On the opposing side at the battle of Cunaxa, by a neat 
stroke of complementary opposition, there served, though in a 
medical not a military capacity, another Greek exile with literary 
pretensions. Ktesias of Knidos had been trained within Greece’s 
second most distinguished medical centre (after Hippokrates’ 
Kos) at a time when Greek medicine was judged by the Persian 
court to be superior to the age-old traditions of Egypt, which 
happened also to be one of the Persian Empire’s most trouble- 
some provinces and from 405 to 343 actually in open revolt. 
Artaxerxes was therefore as glad of Ktesias’ services as Ktesias 
was happy to exploit his keyhole view of Persian royalty. 
Ktesias’ Persika unfortunately survives mainly in the abridge- 
ment made by the ninth-century Constantinopolitan patriarch 
Photius, but there is enough left to show that, whatever Ktesias 
thought privately of his barbarian employer, he did not present 
him in terms of the standard Greek stereotype. Not that his 
memoir often rises much above the level of boudoir gossip, 
either, but through his association with the king-making queen 


62 Alien Wisdom: Greeks v. Barbarians 


mother Parysatis he gives us an invaluable, non-judgemental 
insight into an alien harem-based system of dynastic power. 
There is no suggestion, at any rate, that he would have agreed 
with a Euripidean character that the (deplorable) behaviour of 
the Persian court could be generalized to all barbarians. Indeed, 
his no doubt pseudo-historical representation depended for its 
credibility on the assumption (a Herodotean one, as we shall 
see) that these particular barbarians anyway were just different 
from, and maybe in a soap-opera sort of way rather more 
fascinating than, but certainly not necessarily inferior in nature 
to, Greeks. 

A similar equality of respect, though no doubt manipulated 
to cross-cultural moralizing effect, shines through Xenophon’s 
brilliantly dramatic account in the Hellenica (4. I. 29-39) 
of the interview between Agesilaos and the Persian satrap 
Pharnabazus conducted on the latter’s home territory in the 
winter of 395/4. Xenophon perhaps was in attendance and 
certainly received a first-hand report from his friend Agesilaos, 
but his fictionalized version was deliberately spoken in his 
‘other’ voice. The interview was arranged by a Greek go- 
between called Apollophanes of Kyzikos, who Xenophon goes 
out of his way to state had long been a xenos of the satrap and 
had recently become one of Agesilaos too. 

Now, xenos is the most general Greek word for a stranger or 
outsider, someone who is not a full member of your community, 
whether Greek or non-Greek; typically, though, a linguistic 
distinction was drawn according to context between xenoi who 
were Greek and those who were barbaroi—only the Spartans 
refused this, being so xenophobic that they called all non- 
Spartans xenoi regardless of their origins (Herodotus 9. II, 
55). But, as the passage under discussion illustrates, there 
were xenoi and xenoi, because xenos here does not mean 
‘foreigner’ or (as some translations have it) merely ‘friend’, 
but something like ‘ritualized guest-friend’ or ‘spiritual kins- 
man’. The solemnly binding relationship of xenia in this technical 
sense involved specified rituals of contract and reciprocal 
obligations, and—more to our point—implied equality of 
usually aristocratic status. Above all, it by definition crossed 
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not only polis lines, so that one could not be the xenos of a 
fellow-citizen, but also national or ethnic lines, so that one 
could be the xenos of a barbaros. Some barbarians, that is to 
say, were more equal—or less unequal—than others, and they 
were not all indifferently slavish, effeminate, disorderly, and 
so on in the opinion of those élite Greeks who dealt with them 
on an individual and sometimes intimately familiar basis. 

The details of the interview between Agesilaos and 
Pharnabazus have their own interest too in terms of our 
Greek-barbarian discourse. Agesilaos and his Spartan advisers 
sit directly on the grass—no throne or dais or other regalia 
for a Spartan king, not even soft rugs, which ‘of course’ the 
vice-regal Pharnabazus in accordance with effeminate, soft, 
luxurious, oriental custom has had brought along. But now 
Xenophon springs his first cultural surprise: Pharnabazus dis- 
penses with the soft furnishings and joins Agesilaos on the 
grass, ashamed (it is said) of his fine clothing by the side 
of Agesilaos’ homespun. Once the interview is underway 
Pharnabazus shows himself as in no way on the defensive, but 
rather counterattacks the crusading Agesilaos in thoroughly 
Greek moral terms (honour, justice, helping friends), terms 
that were nicely calculated to exploit xenia obligations. 
Agesilaos is forced back first on an appeal to the supposedly 
higher claims of patriotism—even xenoi, he points out, must 
fight each other, if their states are at war. But to that he adds 
the crushing political argument from liberty. If Pharnabazus 
revolts from Artaxerxes, he will not be merely changing mas- 
ters, but exchanging Persian servitude for Greek liberty. 
Pharnabazus, however, was prepared for that one too. He 
both is personally obligated to Artaxerxes and considers reten- 
tion of his satrapy to be a matter of honour. Agesilaos can 
only recognize the force of these considerations, and the two 
potentates part amicably, so amicably indeed that Agesilaos 
becomes on the spot the xenos, not of Pharnabazus (that 
would have been too awkward politically), but of a son of his. 

If anything, it is Pharnabazus who in Xenophon’s version 
emerges from the interview with the greater credit, greater 
even than the Greek whom Xenophon revered sufficiently to 
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publish a glowing obituary of him in c.359. Some barbarians, 
in other words, could on occasion be represented as honorary 
Greeks, without seriously tarnishing or denting the normal and 
normative Greek image of the barbarian other. But if that is 
surprising enough, Xenophon has a bigger surprise still in 
store. 


A Righteous Barbarian 


Xenophon turned his hand to all the recognized genres of 
Greek prose literature, and he pioneered at least one more—the 
Tendenzroman or historical novel with one or several messages. 
Edward Gibbon dismissed the Cyropaedia (‘Education of 
Cyrus’) as ‘vague and languid’ by comparison with what he 
found to be the ‘circumstantial and animated’ Anabasis, and 
he put the latter’s superiority down to ‘the eternal difference 
between fiction and truth’. Like Pontius Pilate, I do not propose 
to stay for an answer to the question, what is (historical) 
truth? But it may be useful to restate firmly that the Cyropaedia 
was a work of fiction, since it has recently been taken seriously 
as giving authentic facts about the life and times of the epony- 
mous Cyrus the Great, founder of the Achaemenid Persian 
Empire (c.559-530). In so far as Xenophon did get his facts 
right, these were facts of his own day, the fourth century, 
gained from personal observation or gleaned from his Greek 
or Hellenophone non-Greek xenoi. What matters to us, there- 
fore, as it did to Xenophon, is the message or messages he was 
seeking to convey to his readers by his choice of a barbarian, 
largely Persian, milieu for his ostensibly realistic prose narrative. 

One of those messages, surely, was precisely the same 
as that conveyed by the Pharnabazus- Agesilaos interview. 
Although all barbarians as a category are by definition inferior 
to all Greeks, some individual barbarians might be not only as 
good as but actually, on occasion, superior even to model 
Greeks like Agesilaos. That should not, however, be taken to 
imply that Xenophon was consciously seeking (as I shall suggest 
Herodotus had been) to weaken somewhat the symbolic and 
cultural impact of the Greek—barbarian polarity. Rather, in 
the Cyropaedia he was much more interested in the moral- 
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political lessons to be derived from his representation of Cyrus’ 
career (see further Chapter 5) than he was in Cyrus’ ethnicity, 
which he minimized to vanishing point. However, Xenophon 
was surely not unaware of the emollient effect that his version 
of Cyrus was likely to have. If even one barbarian could 
achieve Hellenic standards of moral and political conduct, 
then merely belonging categorically to the genos of barbarians 
was not by itself a sufficient reason for a person’s being deni- 
grated as inferior by nature. On the other hand, his liberalism 
of outlook extended only a very short way down the barbarian 
social scale, no further indeed than his liberalism towards 
Greek womankind (Chapter 4). 

Inasmuch as Xenophon’s Cyrus was a fictional prototype of 
what W. W. Tarn called ‘culture-Greeks’ (Tarn and Griffith 
1952: 160), he, like his phil-Hellenic real-world contemporary 
Maussollos satrap of Caria (377-353), pointed forward to the 
post-Classical Hellenistic epoch of Greek history opened up by 
Alexander the Great’s conquest of the Persian Empire that 
the historical Cyrus had founded. In this era (conventionally 
dated 323-330 BCE) many members of the upper classes among 
the non-Greeks who had been forcibly incorporated in the 
new Graeco-Macedonian territorial monarchies, including even 
some Jews, found the force of Hellenic culture compellingly 
attractive. Without ceasing for a moment to be barbarians by 
genos and blood, yet they engaged in a Greek style of life 
and so realized practically what a few untypical Classical Greeks 
(Euripides, Isokrates, the Sophist Alkidamas, the Cynics) 
had mooted as a theoretical ideal. However, for what the 
ordinary Greek of the fifth and fourth centuries thought about 
the ‘intelligence’ (dianoia) of the barbarians, and the impossi- 
bility of barbarians ‘becoming’ Greeks, we have only to recall 
the triumphally ethnocentric passage of Aristotle’s Politics from 
which we began—or consider some telling passages in the 
work of Xenophon’s major historian predecessor, to whom we 
now turn. 


Savagery and Civilization 


For Isokrates and Xenophon pan-Hellenism was not just a 
cultural ideal but a political programme. The ‘Greeks of Asia’ 
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whom the Hellenic and Delian Leagues had successively liber- 
ated and kept independent from Persian domination between 
479 and 404 had been returned to formal Persian control in 
386 under the terms of the protocol known alternatively as the 
‘King’s Peace’ or the ‘Peace of Antalkidas’ (after the Spartan 
who acted as the chief Greek negotiator). Thucydides, however, 
grew up in that happy interval of freedom, when the Persians 
posed no real threat to the Asiatic Greeks and none whatsoever 
to the Greeks of the mainland. Indeed, it is more than probable 
that in about 450, shortly after Thucydides’ birth, the Athenians 
and their allies concluded a formal peace treaty with the Persian 
Great King, symbolized by the massive building programme 
on the Athenian Akropolis that has bequeathed us among 
much else the Parthenon and its long shadow. At any rate 
between then and 412 the Persian Empire was a sufficiently 
negligible factor in Greek political history to account for or 
excuse Thucydides’ more or less ignoring it in his History of 
the war between the Athenians and the Spartans and their 
respective allies (431-404). 

However, the outcome of that war was in fact decided by 
Persian intervention, financial rather than military, on the 
Spartan side, as Thucydides (2. 65. 12) was well aware. And 
had he lived to complete his work (which breaks off in mid- 
sentence in a context of 411) he might perhaps have given 
greater weight, retrospectively, to the Persian factor. As it is, 
the contrast in this regard between his sparing treatment and 
Xenophon’s far fuller one is glaring enough, but it is as nothing 
compared to the disparity between his and Herodotus’. Indeed, 
it was quite likely the very concentration of his main predecessor 
on Persian imperial power that determined his own emulous 
silence. 

However that may be, it cannot be said that Thucydides has 
singled out the Persians for special neglect. With only a few 
exceptions, he is in general barely interested in barbarians of 
any stripe or hue in his determinedly Hellenic history. However, 
the exceptions are all the more striking, especially when they 
include explicit authorial judgements, which are as rare for him 
as they are commonplace (almost 1100 examples, according to 
one count) for Herodotus. I select just three such exceptions. 
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First, the ‘Archaeology’ at the beginning of book 1, which 
was introduced in Chapter 2 as an example of the lasting 
power of myth in Classical Greek mentality. In seeking to 
prove that ‘his’ war was the greatest ever fought by Greeks, 
greater specifically than Herodotus’ Persian Wars, Thucydides 
sketched an evolutionary schema of progressive development, 
chiefly economic, from deepest prehistory (as he, the con- 
temporary historian par excellence, was most acutely aware) 
down to the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War in 431. Unlike 
the remainder of his work, this passage is shot through with 
the Greek—barbarian polarity. For example, some culturally 
backward Greeks (as they seemed to a sophisticated Athenian) 
living to the north of the Corinthian Gulf in West Lokris, 
Aitolia, and Akarnania are said to follow still the ‘old’ Greek 
custom of regularly carrying weapons in their everyday life. 
Such behaviour was to Thucydides literally barbarian, since 
he cites this as one among several instances ‘where the man- 
ners of the ancient Hellenic world are very similar to the 
manners of barbarians today’ (1. 6). A major purpose of the 
‘Archaeology’, therefore, apart from its ostensible one, was to 
set the scene of his history firmly in Greece, indicate the level 
of cultural advance some parts of Greece at least had achieved 
by 431, and thereby the more dramatically bring out the moral 
depths to which the war eventually reduced the Greek world. 
‘Greece as a whole, to Hellenikon, or the Greeks themselves, 
hoi Hellenes, become the standard of greatness and significance 
in the work’ (Connor 1991: 65). 

In view of Thucydides’ pose of magisterial objectivity those 
rare occasions when he does intervene to ‘read a lecture, 
moral and political, upon his own text’ (Hobbes’s words) deserve 
particular attention. One such occurs towards the end of the 
work as preserved, in book 7 (29. 4-5, 30. 3), where Thucydides 
for once turns his gaze away from the major theatres of the 
war to follow the ‘progress’ of a band of mercenaries (another 
meaning of the word xenoi, because by definition a Greek city 
never hired its own citizens to fight for it). As the Peloponnesian 
War dragged on, mercenaries were used ever more heavily by 
both sides, and a disproportionate number of the Greeks who 
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fought in this way were from poverty-stricken, upland Arkadia 
(no idyll, whatever the early modern poets and painters might 
suggest). But the mercenaries Thucydides is discussing were 
barbarians, from Thrace (roughly modern Bulgaria), who had 
been hired by the Athenians in 413. The original idea was to 
send them to Sicily to aid Athens’s doomed attempt at conquest, 
but they arrived too late to join the final batch of reinforcements. 
So an Athenian commander was deputed to lead them back 
home, with instructions to do what damage they could en route 
to Sparta’s allies in Boiotia. But when they got to Mykalessos, 
the Thracians reportedly went berserk and ran amuck. They 
not only killed all the human beings they could lay their hands 
on, including women and children, but they also slaughtered 
the farm animals and indeed ‘every living creature in sight’. 

This carnage so affected Thucydides that it prompted not 
one but two personal reflections. He noted, first, that like the 
most barbaric of the barbarian ‘breed’ (genos) the Thracian 
‘breed’ is most bloodthirstily murderous when it has its 
‘boldness’ (tharsos) up. If we are to translate that observation 
in cultural terms, Thucydides is implying that in a fair fight 
with adult male Greek citizen soldiers, barbarians do not even 
have tharsos, let alone truly Greek ‘courage’ (andreia, literally 
‘manliness’); but when taking on women, children, old men, 
farm animals, household pets, and so forth, they do get their 
inferior form of boldness up, but instead of directing their 
appetite to strictly military ends, they slake it on senselessly 
indiscriminate slaughter. Thucydides’ second personal reflection 
was aroused by the slaughter of children in a school. This he 
describes hyperbolically as a disaster for the whole city, second 
to none in magnitude, and more deserving of lamentation than 
any other of its kind in the war as a whole. 

There can be no doubt that it was the barbarian-ness of this 
slaughter that particularly exercised Thucydides. Not that he 
elsewhere mitigates inter- or intra-Greek savagery (see Chapter 
5); that was grist to his thesis about the ‘barbarization’ of 
Greek behaviour induced by the Peloponnesian War. But the 
fact that the barbarians in question here were Thracians might 
also have something to do with this outburst of passion. For 
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Thrace and Thracians had come to be associated peculiarly 
with slavery in Classical Greece (Chapter 6). Still more to the 
point, Thucydides himself had Thracian connections. indeed a 
Thracian patronymic (Oloros), as a result of either intermarriage 
or a xenia relationship between one of Thucydides’ paternal 
ancestors and some noble, even royal, Thracian house. For 
some Thracians, no doubt, Thucydides had a lot of respect, 
but precisely because of his Thracian connections (which 
extended to hereditary mining-rights) he could equally have 
been anxious: to emphasize his own purely Hellenic, not- 
barbarian credentials. 

Thracians feature centrally, too, in one of Thucydides’ very 
rare ventures into ‘Herodotean’ ethnography, his excursus on 
two barbarian kingdoms (Macedon and Odrysian Thrace) in 
book 2 (95-101). Two authorial interventions, both in 2. 97, 
leap to the eye, though it is in terms of Thucydidean rather 
than Greek mentality that they are eye-catching. A discussion 
of Thracian gift-giving, first, prompts a snide, inter-barbarian 
comparison: throughout Odrysian Thrace receiving (even asking 
for) gifts was the accepted norm, whereas in Persia it was the 
custom (nomos) of royalty to give rather than receive them. 
Not that Thucydides thought the Persian custom intrinsically 
good; rather, he was using it, as being rather more Hellenic 
and less barbaric, as a stick with which to beat the more 
barbarous Thracians. Herodotus, likewise, could make the 
Persians appear surprisingly Hellenic by the side of the, for 
him, most barbarous of barbarians, the Scythians. 

In fact, it is precisely to the Scythians that Thucydides’ 
second authorial comment applies in the excursus on Greece’s 
northern barbarian neighbours. In respect of their military 
strength, Thucydides reports, the Scythians are said to be 
without doubt unequalled in all Europe; nay more, in all Asia, 
too, no other people (ethnos) would be able to resist them—if 
only they were homognémones, ‘capable of achieving reasoned 
unanimity’. However, of that they are congenitally, by nature, 
incapable, since they lack the requisite euboulia (‘wisdom in 
counsel’) and xunesis (‘intelligence’); in those respects, indeed, 
they are inferior ‘to all others’! Thucydides had almost certainly 
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conducted no historié among the Scythians, although his low 
opinion of them in their homelands could have been rein- 
forced by his personal experience of the Scythian archers 
at Athens, a small force of publicly owned slaves used for 
certain law-and-order functions. Certainly, too, the represen- 
tation of these pseudo-policemen on the Athenian comic stage, 
for instance in the Thesmophoriazousai of Aristophanes, was 
by no means a flattering one. On the other hand, no amount 
of historical research could have supported Thucydides’ 
emphatic cross-cultural judgement of Scythian inferiority. 
So it is hard to resist the conclusions, first, and more dis- 
appointingly, that despite his own towering intellectual 
achievement in other respects his attitude to barbarians was 
no less prejudicially ethnocentric than the average Greek’s, 
and second, and more interestingly, that this remarkably 
unflattering view of the Scythians was essentially lifted, silently 
as ever, from Herodotus. 


Holding Up the Mirror 


Herodotus’ account of Scythia, his ‘Scythian logos’, occupies 
the first three-quarters of book 4 (1-144) and is one of the two 
major ethnographic digressions in his work, the other being 
the whole of book 2 on Egypt. Since the Scythian logos has 
been the subject of one of the most illuminating books to have 
been written recently on any Greek author (Hartog 1988), I 
shall concentrate rather on book 2. But it may be helpful if I 
summarize first what it is about Hartog’s book that I have 
found so inspiring. The work is an exercise in translation, 
not merely the rendering of Herodotus’ Greek vernacular 
into its rough French or English equivalent, but translation 
as interpretation—that is, the exploration, exegesis, and 
explication of what Hartog calls Herodotus’ ‘rhetoric of 
otherness’. Hence his subtitle: ‘Essai sur la représentation de 
l Autre’ or ‘the representation of the Other in the writing of 
history’. 

In order to capture the essence of what reading Herodotus 
could and should be like Hartog resorts to the metaphor of the 
mirror, in three main applications. First, there is Herodotus’ 
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text itself, not just the words transmitted palaeographically 
and in print, but all the interpretations of it too: into this 
enlarged text we peer as into a glass darkly to descry who we 
are, seeking our own identities and activities. Typically, Hartog 
observes, the question generated by this concern has been, is 
the image reflected by Herodotus’ mirror true? But Hartog 
finds this constricting, preferring to resist a move outside the 
text to Herodotus’ cultural and political environment or the ex 
hypothesi factual basis of his narrative long enough (some 
would say too long) to conduct a more subtle metahistorical 
reading of his polysemous subtexts. 

Secondly, Hartog’s mirror is the one held up by Herodotus 
to his ‘addressee’, which is Hartog’s shorthand collective term 
for all those Greek groups and individuals who heard and/or 
read some or all of Herodotus’ work in the fifth century BCE, 
and for whom Herodotus was consciously or unconsciously 
composing. Mirrors, of course, reflect back in reverse, so that 
in Herodotus’ composite mirror of history Greeks were pre- 
sented with a series of overlapping but not identical images of 
the barbarian Other. The Scythians—or at any rate most of 
them, characteristically—represented that Other in its purest, 
polarized form, being the ideal type of the anti-Greek: non- 
agricultural, non-urban, uncivilized, nomadic. 

The third chief use of the mirror metaphor by Hartog is for 
Herodotus’ own conceptualization of his field of vision, his 
canvas as it were. On this Herodotus depicts both the physical 
oecumené, inhabited space, and the recent Graeco-barbarian 
past, employing a variety of rhetorical figures and tropes such 
as analogy, concern for number and quantity, preoccupation 
with the miraculous, and—not the least significant for us— 
opposed tables of customs linked by inversion. 


Herodotus’ Egyptian Grid 


Book 2 on Egypt is a conspicuous anomaly in Herodotus’ 
work, raising in a particularly acute way all the most awkward 
questions about the author’s literary project as a whole. Father 
of History—or lies? Critical student of scrupulously collated 
oral traditions—or credulous tourist retailing mere travellers’ 
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tales? Historical geographer belatedly converted to history 
proper—or geographical historian with a special interest in 
Egypt? Father of comparative ethnography and cross-cultural 
history—or mere narrative artist in prose? I begin with a 
consideration of the book as such, which in its present form 
and location constitutes a kind of giant excursus from his main 
project of ‘the Median things’. 

Not that Herodotus would have seen anything contradictory 
in that: for him, as he put it in the middle of his Scythian 
logos (4. 30), digressions or excursuses (prosthékai, literally 
‘additions’) were an integral part of his plan of exposition. 
However, what makes the Egyptian logos seem more than just 
a digression, or a digression of a special kind, are its exceptional 
length and the exceptional care with which Herodotus parades 
his learning and methodology. This has led some to suppose 
that it was originally written as a self-sufficient composition, 
before Herodotus had settled on his main theme of Graeco- 
barbarian military conflict and when he was still working in 
the tradition of Ionian rationalizing ethnography pioneered 
by Hekataios. My own inclination goes the other way, since 
I believe that Herodotus partly for reasons of his personal 
biography embraced his theme early in his career, and I prefer 
to see book 2 as the outcome of purposively directed and 
critically informed travel. But whatever the truth, there is no 
doubt that it is uniquely informative in defining Herodotus’ 
viewpoint, first on historical method and secondly on ethno- 
graphic interpretation. 

In chapter 99 Herodotus looks back at the Egyptian space, 
mental as well as physical, that he has ‘surveyed’ (Hartog’s 
word) and comments: ‘Thus far it is my Own opsis and gnémé 
and historié that have been relating these things; but from this 
point on I proceed to relate the Egyptian logoi as I have heard 
them.’ When he gets to chapter 147, he adds: ‘In what follows 
I have the authority, not of the Egyptians only, but of others 
also who agree with them. I shall speak likewise in part from 
my own opsis.’ It is generally granted that Herodotus did 
exercise judgement (gndmé) and Practise enquiry (historié), 
but for well over a century a debate has raged over whether he 
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really did conduct autopsy (opsis) of Egypt. Did he in fact talk 
(through interpreters, since he was monoglot) to the logioi 
(‘those versed in logoi’) among the Egyptians, such as the 
priests of ‘Hephaistos’ (Ptah) at Memphis? Or did he merely 
talk to people who had been to Egypt and read the available 
published accounts, almost aggressively advertising the authen- 
ticity of his personal research because this was now the necessary 
language of advanced Greek ‘scientific’ discourse? That debate, 
it seems to me, is largely futile and infertile. Better, rather, to 
follow Hartog’s advice and consider the matter within the 
terms of Herodotus’ own text. 

For, as he says in his preface, the preservation in memory of 
‘the great and wondrous erga of the... non-Greeks’ was one 
of the explicit aims of his historié, and Egypt contained more 
‘wonders’ than anywhere else (2. 35. 1). For Herodotus, that 
is, wonder ‘is the beginning of wisdom when it leads to further 
thought’ (Redfield 1985), and there is no doubt as to the 
principal kind of thought to which theoria (contemplation 
and probably also visual inspection) of Egyptian marvels led 
Herodotus: binary opposition or polar classification. Or perhaps 
we should say that Herodotus had inherited this kind of thinking 
from his general Greek intellectual legacy and found in Egypt 
the ideal cultural space to apply his polarizing grid. At any 
rate, polar opposition is what shapes Herodotus’ Egyptian 
logos throughout and yields the locus classicus of ‘reversed 
world’ othering. ‘Not only is the climate different from that of 
the rest of the world, and the rivers unlike any other rivers, 
but the people also, in most of their éthea (‘manners’) and 
nomoi, exactly reverse the common practice of mankind’—by 
which he means his Greek ‘addressee’ (2. 35-6). 

Two of the no fewer than eighteen oppositions he proceeds 
to enumerate will have to serve as proxy for the list as a 
whole. ‘The women urinate Standing, the men sitting down.’ 
As we shall see in the next chapter, the practices or usages of 
a society’s womenfolk are for Herodotus among the most 
significant cultural markers. But this Egyptian polarity is also a 
good example of how polar classification is less than straight- 
forward. For in the matter of urination Greek men thus find 
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themselves in the same cultural pigeonhole as Egyptian, that is 
barbarian, women, which puts into question the general validity 
of not only the Greeks’ polarization of themselves and bar- 
barians but also what we shall discover to be their polarization 
of men and women. Second example: ‘When they write or 
calculate, instead of going, like the Greeks, from left to right, 
they move their hand from right to left—and yet the Egyptians 
insist that it is they who go to the right, and the Greeks who 
go to the left.’ At first sight, this looks like a classic case 
of mutual misperception, but on reflection it tells us more 
about Herodotus’ aims and outlook than it does about the 
true direction of Egyptian writing and calculation. Not only 
does it show us Herodotus reversing and thus relativizing the 
Egyptians’ reversal, but it also exemplifies a supposedly uni- 
versal rule of human society which Herodotus enunciates and 
illustrates by a famous anecdote in book 3 (ch. 38). 


‘Custom is King’ 


Once upon a time Great King Darius I of Persia (reigned 
522-486) summoned to his presence at the royal capital of 
Susa some Greeks and asked them what he would have to pay 
them to eat the corpses of their kindred dead. They replied 
with horror that no amount of money would induce them to 
eat rather than cremate their dead. So Darius summoned in 
turn some Indians, who did customarily eat their dead, and 
asked them what it would cost him to induce them to cremate. 
To which suggestion they responded with if anything even 
greater horror and no less flat a refusal than the Greeks. 
Herodotus, rather than registering his own horror at the Indians’ 
cannibalism, as Greek ideas would surely have entitled him to 
do, preferred to quote (out of context) a phrase of the lyric 
poet Pindar: ‘custom (nomos) is king (basileus) of all’. All 
mankind, that is, Greeks and barbarians alike, are ruled by 
custom, and all equally are of the unshakeable opinion that 
their own customary usages are not just the best for them but 
absolutely morally superior to those of all other peoples. 
Herodotus, however, as the very telling of this story indicates, 
was not a typical Greek in this respect. On the contrary, he 
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was both an ethnographic comparativist and—in principle at 
least—a radical ethical relativist. Whether the report is true or 
not, it is at least not incredible that Herodotus should have 
been on friendly terms with the Sophist Protagoras of Abdera, 
who formulated the famous homo mensura (‘Man is the 
measure ...’) doctrine—although he is unlikely to have had 
much sympathy for Protagoras’ equally unconventional theo- 
logical agnosticism (see Chapter 7). Like all the Sophists, 
Protagoras spent much time at Athens, and perhaps because 
of his democratic views he was reputedly asked to draft the 
constitution for the new Athenian-inspired foundation of 
Thouria in south Italy (on the former site of Sybaris) in 444/3. 
Herodotus, in exile from his home city of Halikarnassos, seized 
this rare opportunity to re-establish his civic status and became 
a citizen of the new city, where one source indeed says he was 
buried, honorifically, in the Agora. 


‘Herodotus’ Law’ (of Oriental Despotism) 


It was among other things for his toleration of barbarian custom, 
extending even to cannibalism in the acutely sensitive cultural 
area of the disposal of dead kin, that the conservatively patriotic 
Plutarch (Moralia 857a) misguidedly derided Herodotus as a 
philobarbaros or ‘wog-lover’. As a matter of fact, Herodotus 
did not love either all barbarians or all things barbarian. 
The cultural habits of the Scythian tribe of the Androphagoi 
(literally, ‘Man-eaters’), for example, earned from him the 
label ‘agridtata (‘most savage’) of all mankind’; indeed, 
Herodotus asserted, they ‘believe in no justice (diké) and use 
no law (nomos)’ (4. 106). However, it should not be thought 
that Herodotus regarded each and every nomos as equally 
good, even for the people in question. On the contrary, what I 
have called ‘Herodotus’ Law’, as he applied it to the Persian 
monarchy and Persian imperialism, was arguably the leitmotif 
of the entire work, and it was this interpretative construct, 
partly moral, partly analytical, which provided him with the 
answer to the problem of explanation he set himself in the 
preface—‘the reason why the Greeks and the non-Greeks 
fought with one another’. 
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In book 1 Herodotus introduces the Persians in his usual 
manner: ‘these are the customs (nomoi) which I know the 
Persians to observe’ (1. 131). There follows a catalogue remi- 
niscent of the Egyptian list (above) which reveals (these) Persian 
nomoi to be the exact opposite of the Greek. But that by itself 
is insufficient for Herodotus to cast the Persians—or at any 
rate all of them—any more than the Egyptians in the role 
of stereotypical barbarians. In fact, some of them turn out 
to behave, indeed to philosophize, Strangely like the most 
advanced Greek thinkers of Herodotus’ day. For example, 
the so-called ‘Persian Debate’ (3. 80-2), which is the earliest 
surviving developed example of Western political theory (and 
perhaps another of Herodotus’ debts to Protagoras), is placed 
in the mouths of noble Persian speakers (but see Chapter 5). 
Xenophon’s Cyrus, therefore, had perfectly respectable literary 
antecedents. 

On the other hand, when it came to monarchy—not the sort 
of constitutional monarchy advocated by ‘Darius’ in the ‘Persian 
Debate’, but despotic tyranny—then Herodotus was quite clear 
that that was without qualification a bad thing, for its imme- 
diate subjects no less than for those against whom the despot 
might seek to extend his power through imperialistic conquest. 
That judgement, moreover, was applied to Greeks as well as 
barbarians. Peisistratos of Athens, for instance, earned mild 
credit from Herodotus for not disturbing the existing political 
institutions during his first tyranny (c.560) but strong discredit 
for subsequently having sex with his noble Athenian wife ‘not 
after the customary manner’ (Herodotus 1. 59, 61). 

As just such a tyranny—barbaric, royal, despotic—did 
Herodotus present the Persian basileia, from its relatively 
benign origins under Cyrus, through the sacrilegious madness 
of Cambyses, and the vengeful but calculated ruthlessness of 
Darius I, to its climactic incarnation of hubris in the person of 
Xerxes. Time and again, implicitly and explicitly, Herodotus 
draws a polar contrast between what we might call Greek 
republican freedom and self-government and Persian oriental 
despotism. Again, it is through an emblematic story or parable 
that Herodotus most forcefully drives his point home. 
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Among Xerxes’ retinue of advisers during his attempted 
conquest of Greece in 480 was a Spartan exile, not just any 
Spartan but ex-king Damaratos, who after his ( unjust) dethrone- 
ment had ‘medized’. Herodotus cannot possibly have known 
what Damaratos and Xerxes ever said to each other, let alone 
the details of any formal interview. Yet such, nothing daunted, 
is what he professes to reproduce more than once in book T: 
In one of these (7. 104), somewhat implausibly, Damaratos is 
made to speak as it were for Hellenism, though he gives it a 
Spartan spin. To the Persians, he says, you, Xerxes, are a 
despotés, an absolute ruler over subjects who are no freer than 
slaves. The Spartans, however (standing proxy for ‘the Greeks’), 
recognize no despotés except nomos, Law (meaning both 
customary law and positive enactments by the citizenry). It 
was the Persian monarchy’s despotic nomos, Herodotus implies, 
that inevitably stimulated Xerxes’ imperialist aggression and in 
that sense caused the Persian Wars. But, no less unavoidably, 
it and he met their match in the freely chosen nomos which 
‘ruled’ the Greeks. To that, considerable, extent did Herodotus 
endorse, as almost all Greeks unthinkingly did, a negative 
stereotype of the barbarian Other. 


4 


Engendering History 


Men v. Women 


The goal of a feminist struggle must precisely be to 
deconstruct the death-dealing binary oppositions of 
masculinity and femininity 
(Moi 1985: 13) 
Genesis as Myth 


It has long been clear that the story of Adam and Eve is a 
myth in the technical senses discussed in Chapter 2, but it was 
not before 1959 that genetic research proved it to be a myth in 
the popular sense too. We now know that the basic body-plan 
of the human species is female and that males, genetically, 
are a secondary development of the mammalian embryo (the 
discovery of the determining gene, SRY for ‘Sex-determining 
Region of the Y chromosome’, being finally announced in May 
1991). However, even in our supposedly science-worshipping 
culture such mere biological and anatomical facts of life as 
these are unlikely to shake let alone shatter the dominant 
cultural paradigm of phallocentric patriarchalism. A fortiori it 
comes as no surprise to be told that 


how sexual difference was imagined in the past [from the Greeks to 
Freud] was largely unconstrained by what was known about this or 
that bit of anatomy, this or that physiological process. It derived 
instead from particular rhetorical, cultural and political exigencies of 
the moment. (Thomas Laqueur in the London Review of Books, 
6 December 1990; cf. Laqueur 1989) 


‘No surprise’, but is it true of ‘the Greeks’, all of them all 
the time? The purpose of this chapter is precisely to test the 
validity and explore the ideological ramifications of those 
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alleged exigencies in the context of Classical Greece, with 
special reference to explicit or implicit manipulations of 
the polar opposition between ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ in our 
privileged historical texts. Where do our main sources stand, 
in other words, on what is still perhaps the major issue of 
feminist politics both inside and outside the academy, namely 
whether there is a natural essence of ‘woman’ as a sex, or 
rather only a social construct of ‘woman’ as a gender? I put it 
thus in polarized terms, since in this area at any rate the 
Greek legacy appears remarkably potent: either male power 
or female power, but never shall the twain co-operate in 
mutuality. 


The ‘Second’ Sex 


Just over forty years ago a publication event occurred, the 
relevance of which to this book has already been stressed 
(see Prologue): the appearance of Simone de Beauvoir’s Le 
Deuxiéme Sexe (1949). Perhaps the title was also meant to 
convey a message to her longstanding lover Jean-Paul Sartre, 
but what is certain is that from the book of Genesis on, in the 
Judaeo-Christian religious tradition, and from Hesiod and 
Semonides on, in the Greek-inspired ‘Western’ cultural 
tradition, women have indeed been marked down as number 
two—categorically defined as secondary. 

One major difference, however, separates the Classical Greek 
discourse on women radically and unbridgeably from that of 
the Judaeo-Christian tradition: the latter is inscribed within a 
dogmatic religious frame foreign to the religion of Classical 
Greece (Chapter 7). Consider, for instance, the following 
quotation: ‘The superiority of the male is an ideological fact of 
the Middle Ages; it is socially and theologically orthodox; 
therefore it is an absolute and unquestioned truth, like God’ 
(Helen Cooper in the Times Literary Supplement, 19 July 
1991). As Jewish and Christian feminists today can readily 
testify, such a religious sanction for negative discrimination 
(woman is ‘not in God’s image’ and so forth) makes the argu- 
ment for equality of status and treatment for women very 
much harder to ground internally. By contrast, Classical Greek 
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religion lacked even the concept of religious dogma and hence 
of orthodoxy. The ‘nature of woman’ question could not there- 
fore simply be settled by appeal to theological overdetermin- 
ation, even if Classical Greek men did their level best with 
the principal equivalent weapon at their disposal, mythology. 
Nevertheless, in Classical Greece the question did still have to 
be contested, formally at least, es meson or ‘in the middle of 
the public arena’—up front, as we might say. Thus Classical 
Greek literature, which like the culture as a whole was 
quintessentially agonal or competitive, provides an especially 
fruitful body of evidence for the debate over the true nature 
and proper place of women. 


Male Ordering 


Two methodological provisos must be registered ab initio. 
First, all the sources upon whom I shall draw here were 
themselves male. Even where a female character in an Athenian 
tragedy speaks with almost violently feminine authenticity, it 
must be remembered that the words were written by a male 
playwright and the character impersonated by a male actor 
before a largely or wholly male audience. In a predominantly 
sex-segregated society, as the world of Classical Greece was, it 
remains a question whether and how far a man can experience 
or sympathetically represent the reality of women’s lives, par- 
ticularly when his ‘addressee’ is also male. A fortiori, there is a 
question-mark over the Greeks’ (especially Herodotus’) ethno- 
graphy of barbarian women. 

This doubt has recently become acute as a result of one of 
the major theoretical contributions of modern anthropological 
participant observation of Greek rural societies: an awareness 
of the gap between social and symbolic appearance and reality. 
For example, the apparent spatial, social, and political subor- 
dination of women as a category may fool even the most 
sensitive ethnographer into overlooking the scope for women 
to negotiate, largely in the private domain, within the externally 
imposed constraints. 

The other methodological caveat, which is intimately con- 
nected to the fact that the sources are male, applies with equal 
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force to historians of all societies down to the nineteenth 
century. It is that what has conventionally been taken to be 
the appropriate subject-matter of history is precisely his-story, 
the story of what men have done or had done to them. 
Herodotus, as we shall see, is an exception to this rule, but 
only a partial exception. Although he has dozens of references 
(375, to be exact) to women collectively or individually, women 
very rarely feature in the main storyline, so to speak. That is 
to say, they appear under the ‘wonders’ rubric of his preface 
rather than the ‘why the Greeks and non-Greeks fought with 
one another’. 

It should at once be added that these methodological problems 
are far less serious for us, who are primarily concerned with 
Our sources’ constructions of reality and images of women, 
than they are for historians concerned to reconstruct and explain 
the ostensible truth about the social, political, or economic 
Status of women in Classical Greece. Not that they are not 
serious at all, however, because ideology—in this case, male 
ideology—is an important part of what constituted reality for 
ancient Greek women. Nor are the historical sources by any 
means uniquely informative on Greek normative gendering. 
Other genres of fifth- and fourth-century literature provide 
perhaps more strikingly obvious points d’appui, above all 
Athenian tragedy and comedy and the philosophy of Plato and 
Aristotle. As with the Greek—barbarian polarity (Chapter 3), 
it is not only convenient but almost obligatory to begin with 
and from the latter. 


Aristotle’s Woman 


In terms both of his output and of his outlook Aristotle was 
primarily a scientist, an enquirer into nature, rather than a 
philosopher in our sense. The archaic term ‘natural philosopher’ 
captures his position rather nicely. In particular, he was a 
zoologist and biologist, so that his concept of nature (phusis, 
literally ‘process of growth’), like that of many Greeks, was 
derived ultimately from his understanding of the animal and 
plant worlds, as opposed to the human. Thus in his ‘Enquiry 
into Living Creatures’ (historia zd06n) he speaks of a continuum 
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between the animal and human worlds. However, to this scien- 
tific view he added a quasi-metaphysical gloss, his own peculiar 
brand of teleology. 

Every living thing, he held, has its telos, or ‘end’, that of the 
acorn for instance being the oak-tree. But teleios, the Greek 
adjective from telos, did not only mean ‘eventual’ or ‘completed’ 
but ‘complete’ in the sense of ‘perfect’ in an evaluative or 
normative as well as a scientifically descriptive sense. So on 
Aristotle’s animal-to-human spectrum humans occupy the ‘most 
complete’ or perfected end of it. ‘Speciesism’, as Richard Ryder 
has dubbed it, begins here in the Western tradition of natural 
science. So far, so predictable, perhaps. But then comes a 
surprise. The completion or perfection, for Aristotle, is not 
just of form, but of essence. Most relevantly for us, completeness 
in Aristotelian teleology also embraces gender. Thus male 
humans are the most perfectly masculine of all living things, 
female humans the most feminine. 

But are ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ equipollent for Aristotle? 
Emphatically not: Aristotle’s teleology is as sexist as it is 
normative. For women, according to his ‘Generation of 
Animals’, are both ‘opposite’ (enantion) and inferior to men, 
indeed are a sort of freak of nature. As a eunuch is to a 
complete male, so a woman is (inferior) to a male child, which 
is also—but in a different sense from the eunuch—an incom- 
plete male. How could that come to be? With a characteristically 
Greek combination of polarized thinking and inadequate atten- 
tion to empirical evidence Aristotle simply asserts the received 
dogmas that female offspring are generated from the left testicle, 
male offspring from the right, and that, once implanted in the 
uterus, female foetuses grow on the left of the womb, male on 
the right—the old right—left hierarchical polarity again, almost 
wearisomely familiar from a wide range of otherwise utterly 
disparate societies. Now, Aristotle and his pupils did carry out 
anatomical dissection, but no amount of scientific instrumen- 
tation or exploration could have demonstrated these ‘laws of 
nature’. They are pure sexist ideology. 

However, before we leap to condemn Aristotle outright, we 
should take cognizance that his views on women’s biological 
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nature were in no way out of line with the most ‘progressive’ 
medical thought and research of his day, as represented in the 
Hippokratic Corpus. For instance, although the Hippokratic 
author of On Seed was convinced that ‘both the man and the 
woman have male and female sperm’, he was equally sure that 
‘the male being stronger than the female must of course originate 
from the male sperm’ (ch. 6). In fact, it was not until the early 
modern era that women’s equal and active part in human 
reproduction through ovulation was scientifically established, 
let alone the identification of SRY. The Hippokratic doctors 
were apparently no less anxious than their modern successors 
to raise the standard of the treatment of women’s diseases, but 
in their diagnosis of and recommended cures for the by definition 
feminine malady of hysteria (literally ‘wombiness’) they ‘were 
not concerned so much with physical healing as with upholding 
the established values of society’ (Lefkowitz 1981: 13)— 
masculine values, it hardly needs to be added. 

The status of science in relation to gender remains prob- 
lematic. Very recently it has been established that, although 
women’s brains are on average smaller than men’s, the isthmus 
of the corpus callosum linking the two hemispheres of the 
human brain is on average larger and therefore more conductive 
in the female than the male. However, what that scientific fact 
implies for sexual difference or gender differentiation is rather 
less perspicuous. Does a better connection between the cen- 
tres of reason and emotion enable a better handling of the 
emotions—or make it more difficult to separate emotion from 
reason? Indeed, are we not in danger here of slipping back 
into Aristotelian pseudo-scientific natural determinism? 

That danger, however, is inherent in Aristotle’s project, 
since it was by way of his understanding of female psychology, 
his construction of women’s psukhé (‘soul’, ‘mind’, ‘spirit’), 
that he moved from the postulated ‘natural’ to the inferred 
‘cultural’ inferiority of women as a gender. A crucial bridge 
between them was formed by the cardinal virtue of courage, 
for which the Greek word was literally ‘manliness’ (andreia). 
By identifying manliness with bravery, courage, and pug- 
naciousness, the Greeks virtually excluded women etymologi- 
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cally from the possibility of experiencing those good emotions 
or displaying that kind of virtuous behaviour. Brecht’s ‘Mother 
Courage’ character would have struck Classical Greeks like 
Aristotle as oxymoronic. (The fact that the Greek noun andreia 
is feminine in grammatical gender is, of course, immaterial.) 

Consider, first, Aristotle’s delvings into the animal kingdom. 
Female Indian elephants, he admits, show bravery of a sort, 
but it is an inferior, feminine sort, and among molluscs too the 
males are braver than the female ones. The spider, however, 
posed a ticklish problem for his socio-biological system, since 
in some species the female had the preposterous temerity to 
eat her mate after or even during copulation. All Aristotle 
could do was record this precisely as a contradiction of his 
assumed norm, an inversion that by its exceptionalism confirmed 
and reinforced the norm of essentially and exclusively masculine 
bravery. At the very most, Aristotle was prepared to concede 
to female animals their maternal instinct, which as he saw it 
not only enabled them to rear offspring but also generated a 
kind of courage and intelligence. 

But with intelligence (dianoia) we have reached the most 
elevated of Aristotle’s six divisions of the human psukhé, the 
part which does the reasoning (logismos, to logistikon). It is 
here, too, that we find the properly political expression of 
Aristotle’s idea of gender polarity. The polis on Aristotle’s 
analysis is an amalgam of individual households (oikoi), and 
each household, to be a household, must contain both a male 
and a female component, for reproductive purposes if no other. 
Specifically, it must contain a husband (posis) and a wife 
(alokhos—Aristotle prefers this more literary term to the 
standard gunë). But which of the two is to rule? The male- 
husband, according to Aristotle, because ruling requires the 
exercise of reason, and in that department women are con- 
genitally inferior to men. How so? Because the ratiocinative 
capacity (logistikon, bouleutikon) of their psukhé is akuron, 
‘inauthoritative’, ‘without authority’. 

But what on earth can this sign mean, exactly? How, for 
example, would Aristotle have defended this view to his mentor 
Plato who, although by no stretch of the imagination a ‘feminist’ 
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in our sense, was apparently prepared to regard some few, 
highly exceptional women as in some intellectual TE ee 
equals of men? Aristotle unfortunately does not trou 
spell out the import of akuron. Possible explications include 
the following: women are unable to follow an argument or 
process of reasoning through to its logical conclusion; alterna- 
tively, although they can reason intellectually, they are unable 
to translate their reasoning into effective action because of 
their congenital lack of self-control (so that they are o 
irresponsible, fickle, light-minded); or, thirdly, thanks to their 
inferior social status, their reasoning lacks authority over their 
menfolk. 


The Silent Women of Thucydides | 
Whatever Aristotle himself may have had in mind, the third 
of these was undoubtedly the case, both socio-politically and 
ideologically, in Classical Greece. So what Aristotle may well 
have been intending to do in regard to women, as we know he 
was trying to do for slaves (Chapter 6), was provide a pie 
sophical rationalization or gloss on their de iure situation in a 
Greek states, that is their formal exclusion from public decision- 
making, and on the normative male Greek citizen view that 
within the oikos too the chain of command should ideally run 
from man to woman. Small wonder, therefore, that he should 
have found the alleged ‘rule of women’ (gunaikokratia) at 
Sparta so profoundly distasteful, indeed the world turned upside 
down (see further below). ; 
Presumably, though, despite his general downgrading of 
history as ‘what Alkibiades did and what happened to him 
(Poetics 1451°10-11), Aristotle nevertheless found the history 
of Thucydides (the prime source on Alkibiades) utterly satis- 
factory in its treatment of women at any rate. Or rather its 
non-treatment of them, which is especially striking by com- 
parison with Herodotus’ relative—almost eight times as many 
references—garrulity on their account. Several explanations 
for this silence could be offered. War, like its peculiar emotion 
and virtue, andreia, was an exclusively male prerogative, and 
Thucydides much more fixedly than Herodotus was a war- 
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historian. Secondly, as with barbarians, Thucydides was con- 
sciously staking his claim to difference from Herodotus by 
excluding women from his frame. But although there is force 
in both of these, they cannot be a complete explanation. The 
nearest to that, I believe, may be inferred from one of the 
most famous pieces of Classical Greek prose, the ‘Funeral 
Speech of Perikles-—that is, Thucydides’ version of the 
epitaphios which Perikles delivered over the Athenian war- 
dead during their state funeral early in 430 BCe, at the end of 
the first year of the Peloponnesian War: 


If it is necessary to make some mention of the virtue of the women 
who will now be widows, I shall define it all in a brief admonition; for 
great is the glory for you [widows] not to be worse than your existing 
nature, and (great is the glory) of her whose celebrity, whether for 
virtue or reproach, exists least among males (2. 45) 


Through his own historiography, in other words, Thucydides 
by his silence would have been obeying the advice of ‘Perikles’, 
which was in fact the normative view of all Greek citizen 
males, not to speak about their womenfolk in public among 
unrelated men. 

However, Thucydides’ silence was not total, and in one 
respect it speaks louder than words. Let me consider first just 
one passage where he does decide to mention women playing 
an active role in the masculine sphere of war (3. 74. 2): ‘Their 
womenfolk too joined in the fighting audaciously (tolmérés), 
hurling tiles from the roof-tops and withstanding the uproar 
with a courage beyond their sex.’ The last six words (taken 
from Rex Warner’s translation) translate, or rather interpret, 
just two words in Thucydides, para phusin or literally ‘contrary 
to their nature’. True bravery, that is, the sort that was required 
in pitched battle, was in Thucydides’ conventional formula 
beyond women’s natural capacity. The best they could show 
was a combination of audaciousness and fortitude, elements of 
true bravery perhaps but not the whole of it, and only in the 
sort of situation Thucydides is here describing—civil war in 
the streets of Kerkyra (modern Corfu), rather than pitched 
battle on the open plains between armies from different com- 
munities. As if to underline the topsy-turvy abnormality of the 
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Kerkyra civil war, Thucydides points out that not only the 
women but also slaves fought on the democrats’ side. The very 
conjunction of women and slaves, openly active in a public, 
civic context, was antinomian. 

The respect in which Thucydides’ silence is peculiarly telling 
concerns the woman most talked about of all in Athens in 430, 
Perikles’ ‘common-law wife’ Aspasia. In that very year, perhaps, 
the comic playwright Kratinos had his Dionysalexandros per- 
formed, in which Paris and Helen were surrogates for Perikles 
and Aspasia. Five years later, when Perikles was safely dead, 
Aristophanes’ Dikaiopolis (hero of his Akharnians) claimed 
Perikles had been so intoxicated with Aspasia that he had had 
war declared on Sparta in 432/1 just to retrieve two prostitutes 
stolen from Aspasia’s whorehouse! Thucydides was of course 
right to have no truck with such cherchez la femme mud- 
slinging. But it is worth our while briefly to ask what it was 
about Aspasia that excited such male gossip. The answer, 
in short, is that, though free and of citizen status by origin, she 
was a foreigner from Miletos and so not entitled to claim 
Athenian citizen prerogatives at Athens, above all legal mar- 
riage to an Athenian citizen like Perikles. Ironically, it was a 
law proposed by Perikles himself, the citizenship law of 451/0, 
that had thus disqualified Aspasia. The irony was further com- 
pounded in 430, just after Perikles delivered his Funeral Speech, 
by the deaths from the plague of his two legitimate sons by his 
divorced Athenian wife, which left him heirless. To prevent 
his oikos from dying out, the Athenian people passed an 
extraordinary decree legitimating his son with Aspasia. 

Down to 451/o Athenian citizens—i.e. freeborn adult males 
duly registered with the deme and thus inscribed in the politeuma 
(see further Chapter 5)—required only single descent on their 
father’s side to qualify as such: ‘naturally’ enough, according 
to one theory of procreation, articulated (in)famously by Apollo 
in Aeschylus’ Eumenides (458). This held that it was the male 
alone who was the true, active genitor, the mother being 
merely the seedbed, as it were, wherein the male sperm (Greek 
sperma means ‘seed’) germinated. Apollo’s view was explicitly 
endorsed by Athena, patron deity of Athens, who as a virginal 
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warrior-goddess of craft and wisdom was far from typically 
feminine, and the Athenians’ autochthony myth (Chapter 2) 
could also be pressed into useful service in denying the pro- 
creative equivalence of women. However, from 451/0 onwards, 
being a citizen at Athens required double descent, having an 
Athenian mother as well as an Athenian father. 

The motives behind Perikles’ proposal and the reasons why 
the Assembly voted for it (not necessarily the same thing) 
have been endlessly canvassed. Prejudice against aristocrats 
like Kimon who had non-Athenian mothers thanks to personal 
connections abroad; a politically motivated desire to restrict 
the burgeoning privileges of Athenian citizenship to a manage- 
able group; an ethnocentric wish to etch more sharply the line 
dividing Athenian from non-Athenian (both Greek and non- 
Greek)—these are probably the three best candidates. But 
one consequence, whether intended or not, was to put a pre- 
mium on Athenian daughters, since henceforth only they could 
confer legitimacy and thereby title to property and citizenship 
on an Athenian male. That seeming privilege, however, could 
cut more ways than one. If marriage was perhaps now more or 
less guaranteed to an Athenian girl, provided she could offer 
some sort of dowry, the burdens of surveillance imposed on 
her by her father or other male guardian (kurios, meaning 
literally ‘sovereign’ or ‘lord and master’) before, and by her 
new kurios, her husband, after her marriage, also increased in 
proportion, with a view to preventing unwanted pregnancy or 
simply sexual access of any sort. 

Moreover, ‘Athenian’ did not mean the same as applied to 
adult males and adult females. Females of whatever age were 
always technically in tutelage, under the ‘sovereignty’ (kurieia) 
of some man. Ideologically, as we have seen, that sorted well 
with the Aristotelian analysis of the feminine psukhé. Politically, 
it meant that women were not citizens (politis, the feminine 
form of polités, did exist but was hardly ever used; the standard 
formulas for ‘women of citizen status’ were hai Attikai, ‘women 
of Athens’, and hai astai, ‘women of the urban centre’). Or 
rather, they were not citizens on all fours with the men, except 
in the one—far from unimportant—area of public and private 
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religion. To cite the most conspicuous instance of this exception, 
the chief, strictly religious, official of the Athenian state was 
the priestess of Athena Polias, a hereditary position restricted 
to members of an ancient aristocratic family. The holder of 
that post might occasionally be called upon to undertake pe 
narrowly political action, as was the incumbent of 508, who 
debarred King Kleomenes I of Sparta from the Akropolis. Her 
name, too, would be generally known, unlike the names of 
most Athenian men’s immediate female relatives, since 1t was 
a point of honour among men not to divulge them to unrelated 
males—carried to the extreme (in ideology, anyway) of its 
being open to doubt whether they actually had such female 
relatives or not. 


Dramatic Women | 
What’s in a name? Apparently a very great deal. Lysimakhe 
(‘she who dissolves the battle’), chief priestess of Athena Polias 
in 411, would have smelled just as sweet by any other name, 
but she would not have been immortalized in the title of a 
play—as she was in Aristophanes’ punning Lysistrata (‘she 
who dissolves armies’). Perhaps he felt he could not use 
Lysimakhe’s real name for the make-believe heroine of an 
irreverent sex-war comedy, but on the other hand he did feel 
the need to write such a comedy about the identities of and 
relations between men and women; indeed, more than one, 
since this was a theme to which he returned in the late 3908 
with his Ekklesiazousai or ‘Women attending the Assembly 
(as in real life they could not). o 

This raises a point often but contradictorily commented upon 
since antiquity. In everyday life actual Athenian women Kars 
supposed to be neither seen nor heard of in public, but twice a 
year, at the Lenaia and Great Dionysia play festivals in honour 
of Dionysos, fictitious women took conspicuous roles on the 
Athenian civic stage (though impersonated by men). One of 
the functions of Aristophanic comedy, as indeed of all comedy 
at all times and in all places, was to laugh at and thereby 
somewhat diminish (male) anxiety or fear. Tragedy, however, 
as interpreted by the great Athenian dramatists, would appear 
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to have had the opposite function (see further Epilogue): to 
bring into question out in the open, and thereby set at risk, 
all the society’s most deeply held traditional norms (nomoi), 
including those affecting the role and status of women. Indeed, 
the Athenian tragedy we know about is in some sense a more 
female than male theatre. The dynamics of male-female 
relationships at Athens, not to mention Athenian misogyny, 
are in play in numerous surviving tragedies, notably the 
Oresteia trilogy of Aeschylus (458 Bce) and the Medea of 
Euripides. But perhaps no other extant tragedy more centrally 
or acutely points up the ‘problem of women’ within the 
context of the polis than Sophokles’ Antigone, staged in 441 
and so written within a decade of Perikles’ citizenship law. 

Interpretations, readings, and reworkings of this play have 
been legion—hence George Steiner’s book-title Antigones. One 
that both corroborates the view of tragedy’s function expressed 
above and slots neatly into the discourse of woman as polarized 
‘other’ may be worth summarizing here. Sophokles, it is argued 
(Sourvinou-Inwood 1989), pits an individual woman (and a 
‘bad’ one, labouring under inherited pollution as a product 
of her father Oedipus’ incest with his own mother, who is 
thus both Antigone’s mother and grandmother) against a 
man, Kreon, who stands for the male citizenry of the city of 
Thebes (a kind of anti-Athens, used symbolically as an English 
playwright might use France). A woman, moreover, who viol- 
ates the norm (nomos) that women should be invisible, confined 
within the domestic household, and have nothing to do with 
the public, male space of politics; and who does so in flagrant 
contravention of nomos in another sense, the law decreed by 
Kreon that traitors shall not be given the proper burial rites 
that allow a corpse’s shade to descend in peace to the under- 
world of Hades. A woman, therefore (according to the cultural 
‘logic’ of the Greek city), who must herself die a ‘bad’ 
death—suicide by hanging. 

Or is her death really ‘bad’? On Sourvinou-Inwood’s reading, 
it is not. For it is Antigone (or rather the principle for which 
she stands, and in the name of which she buries her formally 
traitorous brother Polyneikes) who wins the agōn with Kreon, 
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and she with whom Sophokles is inviting the audience to side. 
Although she has indeed flouted Kreon’s temporal and secular 
decree, yet she has obeyed the traditional ‘unwritten’, divine 
law that kinsmen must give due burial to dead relatives, what- 
ever the circumstances of their death. To rephrase that reading 
in terms of polar oppositions, we could say that Sophokles has 
privileged the ‘gods v. mortals’ rubric above both the ‘men v. 
women’ and the ‘citizen v. non-citizen’ polarities, not to mention 
such cultural sub-polarities as ‘public v. private’ and ‘outside v. 
inside’. 

Whether or not that reading is the (or a) right one, or true 
to Sophokles’ intentions, can never be known. But, if it is, it 
has to be said that Sophokles was taking an unconventional 
line on both treason and political power. In the conservative 
view of a Thucydides, at least, Antigone would surely have 
been guilty of gross atasthalié or hubris, the violent transgression 
of society’s recognized status-barriers. Indeed, her very name 
Antigone might, on this reading, be construed to mean ‘anti- 
procreation’, that is, stiff-necked resistance to what were nor- 
matively deemed to be the female roles in Greek society, 
lawful marriage and legitimate motherhood. 


An Ethnography of Alterity: Between Myth and Utopia 


Staying for the moment with male Greek notions of proper 
feminine behaviour I turn from the rich and complex discourse 
of tragedy to the no less complex and if anything richer discourse 
of Herodotus, which can itself carry strong tragic echoes. In 
particular, I shall begin by examining his ‘ethnographic’ treat- 
ment of the ‘usages’ of women—how women behaved or were 
treated collectively in a range of barbarian and in one Greek 
societies. 

Of all such Herodotean ethnography it can be asked, first, is 
it true and, secondly, even (and especially) if it is not, what 
might it mean for his addressee? I start with an instance where 
the truth test yields a certain answer. The Lykians (of south- 
west Anatolia) are alleged to have ‘one singular custom in 
which they differ from every other people in the world, namely 
they take the mother’s not the father’s name’ (1. 173. 4)—calling 


92 Engendering History: Men y. Women 


themselves, as it were, Perikles son of Agariste, not son of 
Xanthippos. Moreover, Herodotus adds, the child of a slave 
man and a free woman may become a full Lykian citizen 

whereas if the mother is a slave and the father a Lykian he 
does not. The first allegation is demonstrably false: Lykians 
did not use matronymics. The second is unprovable either 
way, but likely also to be false, since its meaning for the 
addressee was that the barbarians do things upside down, the 
exact opposite of Greek ways. (Strictly, though, that too would 
have been false as a generalization, since at Gortyn on Crete 
the son of a slave father and citizen mother counted as free 

though not a citizen; but elsewhere in Greece having one slave 
parent legally consigned the child to servitude.) 

The Greek way, it is implied, is the right way, the norm 
and that message is made abundantly clear in a spate of passages 
dealing with sexual and especially marital (or the absence of 
marital) relationships among barbarian peoples. Consciously 
or unconsciously Herodotus constructs for his addressee a 
spectrum of civilization and savagery in terms of these relation- 
ships, extending from the pole of Greek normality at one end, 
monogamous matrimony, to the extreme of savagery at the 
other, free love without benefit of marriage. I begin with the 
latter. 

The Scythian Androphagoi, as we noted in Chapter 3, counted 
for Herodotus as the most savage of all mankind, since they 
were entirely innocent of diké and nomos. We may safely 
infer, what Herodotus explicitly states of the Libyan Ausoi (4 
180), that ‘they copulate promiscuously with their women’, not 
only not setting up a regular oikos together in lawful wedlock 
but actually having intercourse (meixis) ‘in the manner of 
flocks and herds’ (kténédon). That does not mean that they 
practised ‘bestiality’, as we legally define anal intercourse (giving 
it the archaic but revealing gloss of ‘unnatural vice’), but that 
they copulated openly, thereby transgressing the boundaries 
drawn by Greeks between inside and outside and public and 
private, as Herodotus relates of the tribes of the Caucasus (1. 
203): ‘sexual intercourse among these fellows [anthrdpoi, as 
often, bore a derogatory overtone here] takes place in the full 
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sight of all, as among the beasts’. Thus the Ausoi and Caucasian 
tribes not only violated the Greek norm of monogamous mairi- 
age but they also transgressed the sharp boundaries drawn by 
Greeks between men and beasts, public and private, and outside 
and inside. 

Just slightly more civilized, that is, nearer the Greek norm, 
were the Libyan Gindanes (4. 176). In their society the way to 
public esteem for a woman was to maximize the number of her 
lovers, the conquest of whom she advertised by the number of 
leather rings she wore round her ankles, each supplied by a 
male lover. It is difficult not to recall Aeschylus’ epithet for 
Helen of Troy, poluanor or ‘much-manned’ (Agamemnon 62), 
a memory that may well have struck Herodotus’ audience too 
and reminds us that Helen was no less ambiguous a role model 
than her sister Klytemnestra. 

Yet more ‘Hellenic’ were two peoples, one northern, one 
southern, who did practise legal marriage but did not recognize 
exclusive monogamy with its corollary of adultery. Herodotus 
(4.5192, Bis 21021) explicitly compares the mode of meixis 
practised by the southern Nasamones and the northern 
Massagetai. When a man wants to sleep with a woman, he 
displays prominently outside the door of her wagon or hut 
an appropriate masculine symbol (quiver or staff) and then 
copulates ‘without fear’—that is, without fear of what an en- 
raged Athenian husband might do if he found another man in 
bed with his wife (as in the famous lawcourt speech of Lysias 
written c.400 for a client accused of murder, who pleaded 
lawful killing of an adulterer in flagrante). 

However, Herodotus the ethnographer was careful to draw 
distinctions even as he made comparisons. Besides having 
women ‘in common’, the Nasamones differed from the 
Massagetai in practising a kind of group marriage ceremony, 
in which the droit de seigneur was extended to all male wedding 
guests; they were thus relatively the less ‘Hellenic’ of the two. 
Nevertheless, there was no question about the barbarianness 
of the Massagetai. They were a Scythian tribe once ruled by a 
warrior queen called Tomyris, who had a baroque taste for 
gruesomely dramatic spectacle; the story of Cyrus the Great’s 
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death that Herodotus found most plausible had the queen 
dunking his decapitated head in a bucket of blood (a scene 
captured memorably by Rubens). 

Tomyris, as we shall see, served as a barbarian forerunner 
and counterpart of Greek Artemisia, but for Herodotus’ ad- 
dressee she also had a more formidable resonance. To the 
Greeks any barbarian warrior-female (a formal contradiction 
in Greek terms) conjured up a vision of the race of such 
women they called Amazons. These functioned mythically as 
the ideal anti-type of the not-Greek/citizen/warrior/male, above 
all thanks to their alarming repudiation of Greek marriage. 
‘The imaginary polity of the Amazons is the inverse, set in a 
precise location, of the Greek city’ (Vidal-Naquet 1986a: 208). 
Herodotus, however, not only sets the Amazons in direct, 
unmediated opposition to Greeks, but also complicates 
their difference by opposing them to the Scythians, the most 
outlandish and un-Hellenic of barbarians grosso modo. ‘We’, 
he has the Amazons say to the latter, ‘could not live with your 
women: our customs (nomaia) are not the same as theirs. 
We draw the bow, we hurl the javelin, we ride horses—but 
womanly employments (erga gunaikéia) we have not learned. 
Your women . . . never go out from their waggons to hunt or 
for any other purpose.’ In this discourse, in other words, 
the Scythians have been transmogrified into honorary Greeks, 
the more sharply to bring out the barbarian character of the 
Amazons. But another effect of this move, surely not unnoticed 
nor unintended, is to assimilate Greek women to Scythian 
women by exploiting a kind of nostalgic primitivism. For 
Herodotus, that is, not everything barbarian was ipso facto 
barbaric, and some of his male Greek audience will have been 
left somewhat dazed by the Halikarnassian’s fancy footwork. 

To illustrate that point, literally, we may consider the scene 
of armed Amazons depicted by a fifth-century Attic painter 
on a fancy clay epinétron, a woman’s utensil employed in the 
working of wool (Lissarrague 1992: 227, fig. 61). The trans- 
gressiveness of the barbarian warrior-women without a city 
is here highlighted by being reproduced on a quintessentially 
domestic and civilized Greek implement. There was nothing 
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threatening or abnormal in that image. On the contrary: the 
masculine Amazons corroborated the domestic normality of an 
Athenian citizen-woman’s wifely role as provider of the house- 
hold’s clothing. Herodotus’ picture of Amazon history, by 
contrast, was not univocal nor merely comforting. 

Herodotus, in short, has employed the ‘usages’ of barbarian 
women to construct a historian’s discourse of a spatiotemporally 
grounded and more or less inverted non- and un-Greek world, 
located between the worlds of myth (in the distant and timeless 
past, the space of tragedy) and utopia (projected into the 
distant and vague future, the space of comedy). However, it 
remains to ask whether the Greek world that serves as foil and 
counterpart to the barbarian Other world is itself as stable and 
uniform as the normative discourse of polarity would seem to 
demand. 


Sparta through the Looking-Glass 


It is a little noticed or appreciated fact that Sparta is the only 
Greek state that Herodotus treats in his ethnographic manner, 
describing some of the Spartans’ customs as if they might be 
as unfamiliar and outlandish to his audience as those of the 
Nasamones. The Spartans, that is, function as Herodotus’ 
Greek Other, a kind of control on the Greek side of the 
Greek—barbarian polarity. This, I think, is why he was so 
careful to stress the uniqueness of the Spartans’ own linguistic 
code for describing non-Spartans (see Chapter 3). 

Not surprisingly, therefore, it is women of Sparta who both 
individually and collectively feature most prominently among 
the women of all the Greek communities he mentions. Unlike 
Xenophon (in his mistitled Constitution of the Spartans 1.9; cf. 
Plutarch’s Life of Lykourgos 15), Herodotus does not treat us 
to the range of un-Greek, extra-marital pairing arrangements 
allegedly legally sanctioned in Sparta, where adultery (on the 
Athenian model) was said to be unknown. But he does tell the 
story of the bigamy practised by one Spartan king, adding 
quickly—too quickly—that Anaxandridas had behaved in an 
‘utterly un-Spartan way’ (5. 39-40). And although, unlike 
Aristotle, he does not go so far as to speak of Sparta as a 
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gynecocracy, he does more than hint at the possibility of female 
power. 

In a long passage (6. 51-60) devoted to the two Spartan 
royal houses (hereditary kingship in itself being pretty odd for 
a Greek polis by the fifth century) he mentions among their 
hereditary prerogatives (gerea, good Homeric word) their power 
of adjudication in inheritance cases: ‘When a maiden has been 
left heiress (patroukhos, literally ‘holder of the patrimony’) of 
her father’s estate, and has not been affianced by him to 
anyone, [the kings] decide who is to marry her.’ Women in 
Sparta (unlike their Athenian sisters) inherited in their own 
right, a contributory cause of the concentration of privately 
owned land in their hands—allegedly they possessed around 
two fifths in Aristotle’s day, greatly to his chagrin. Heiresses 
were therefore not only a desirable economic proposition but 
capable of wielding what Aristotle took to be misplaced power: 
during the period of the Spartans’ ascendancy over the Aegean 
Greek world between 404 and 371 ‘many things were managed 
by the women’ (Politics 1269°32-3). 

In such a context it seems almost natural that Herodotus 
should write of dynastic machinations involving women that 
one would otherwise have assigned to the Arabian Nights’ 
world of Ktesias. Succession disputes involving accusations of 
illegitimacy ‘belong to the courts of tyrants and barbarian 
monarchs, not to a Greek polis’ (Finley 1981g: 32)—precisely 
as Herodotus himself might have put it, since he explicitly 
compared Spartan royal practices with both Scythian and Persian 
equivalents (6. 58, 59), and there is a clear intratextual relation- 
ship between his accounts of the careers of Cambyses and 
Kleomenes I of Sparta. Indeed, one of the many stories he 
tells—with a little help from folklore, epic, and tragedy— 
immediately after the excursus on royal prerogatives contains 
an exact parallel with stories involving Darius and Xerxes. 

The story (Herodotus 6. 63-9) concerns the birth, or rather 
procreation, of Damaratos, and is related as a flashback in the 
context of his deposition from the throne. Formally, the ground 
for his deposition (fraudulently and impiously manceuvred by 
the aforementioned Kleomenes, according to Herodotus) was 
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his illegitimacy, which had been vouched for by Delphic Apollo. 
Shades of Oedipus’ children! But Damaratos mother, unlike 
Jocasta, knew the truth of Damaratos’ conception, though 
she at least slightly embroidered it with folktale. As she told 
the story to her son, his natural father was either his legal 
father Ariston or the semi-divine Spartan hero Astrabakos in 
the guise of Ariston, and the conception had taken place H 
precisely the third night after their nuptials. It was behin 

their marriage that there lay the tale with a central motif = 
common with tales involving Darius and Xerxes, the motif o 

a wholly unexpected but equally wholly irresistible request af 
a gift. For Ariston had compelled his best friend under oat 

to surrender to him his beautiful—and, more importantly, 
ye oa a whole is a tissue of fabrication from start to 
finish, but it perfectly illustrates the significance of women at 
the highest level in a society where the institution of payee 
gamous marriage was vital but unstable, and women mig : 
have great social cachet and economic pull combined wit 

formal political impotence and ritualized subordination to 


their husbands. 


A Greek Wonderwoman Ea 
From Herodotean ethnography to a trio of individual 
Herodotean portraits or vignettes, one Greek, two barbarian. 
Herodotus had pledged prefatorily to record for posterity the 
great and marvellous erga—deeds, achievements, works—of 
both Greeks and non-Greeks. With Artemisia, ‘queen’ of his 
own Halikarnassos, he was dealing with a human marvel, 
someone he found simply ‘wondrous’ (7. 99. 1), though one 
suspects a certain campanilismo here. Like Tomyris ao 
and Xenophon’s Mania (below), and indeed our’ Boudicca 
Boadicea, she was a widow who took the reins of government 
in her own very strong and capable hands after the decease of 
her husband. Like Mania and Boudicca, again, she was tech- 
nically a client-queen, ruling Halikarnassos as a female tyrant 
in the Persian interest. By her very situation—of Greek birth 
(half-Halikarnassian, half-Kydonian), ruling a Greek polis, sub- 
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ject to the barbarian Persian Empire, a woman in charge—she 
was a marginal and ambiguous figure; and marginality can 
either challenge or reinforce the normative status boundaries 
or do both simultaneously. Artemisia—or rather Herodotus’ 
Artemisia—was far more of a challenge than a reinforcement. 

For a start she was reportedly admitted to the charmed 
circle of Xerxes’ advisers during his 480 campaign of invasion. 
That royal device would inescapably have recalled Homer’s 
Agamemnon and his councils of war at Troy, but his advisers 
in the /liad were all men. Artemisia, however, gave Xerxes the 
‘best judgements’ (7. 99. 3), and surely deserves the epithet of 
androboulos (‘manly-counselling’) no less than Aeschylus’ 
Klytemnestra (Agamemnon 14). 

Nor was it only her words that were as good as any man’s: 
uniquely, Herodotus applies to her conduct the standard 
Greek word for bravery, andreia, despite the formal gender- 
contradiction that involved. Indeed, Herodotus makes Xerxes 
exclaim as he watches the battle of Salamis that his men have 
become women (a thoroughly Greek insult), whereas Artemisia 
fights as a man (8. 88. 3). For Herodotus’ addressee, though, 
that exclamation would not have cut much ice, since ‘womanish’ 
was precisely how Greek men imaginatively represented Persian 
men, most dramatically in Aeschylus’ Persians of 472. But the 
deed of Artemisia which occasioned Xerxes’ exclamation—she 
rammed a ship on the Persian side to avoid being rammed by 
an Athenian ship—may have given them pause, since it was an 
act of deception, of cunning intelligence (métis), characteristic 
of the thoroughly masculine eponymous hero of the Odyssey. 
Gender-bending again, though at least Artemisia’s feminine 
wile deceived Xerxes as well as her Greek opponents. 

Moreover, Artemisia’s sauve qui peut attitude was at odds 
with the Greek civic military-political ethic of remaining at 
one’s post and dying for the polis rather than saving one’s own 
skin. So possibly here Herodotus may have been protesting 
too much. In an attempt to exculpate his native polis from the 
opprobrious charge of medism, he has presented its leader 
in too favourably masculine a guise. The man-in-the-street’s 
view of Artemisia, at any rate, was very different—and 
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utterly predictable: she was a latterday Amazon (Aristophanes, 
Lysistrata 671 ff.). But that view, too, carried its ideological 
hazards, since Artemisia was undeniably Greek and not bar- 
barian. It seems appropriate to end this section as we began it, 
on a note of ambivalence. 


Two Oriental Cautionary Tales 


Similar suspicions of androgyny linger over my last but one 
Herodotean case-study, a love-story concerning an oriental 
royal wife taken from the very beginning of the Histories (1. 
8—12). Such are its mythic qualities and dramatic intensity that 
it has inspired paintings, such as William Etty’s 1830 Candaules, 
King of Lydia, Shews his Wife by Stealth to Gyges, and more 
recently a modern revision in the form of a novel, Frederic 
Raphael’s The Hidden I. 

King Kandaules of Lydia (real date: early seventh century) 
‘was fated to come to a bad end’ (1. 8. 2). Does this mean that 
his end was decreed by Providence, God, or Fate? Or did he 
just end badly? Herodotus does not say. But he certainly did 
come to a sticky end, for although he died in his bed, it 
was not of natural causes. Kandaules’ tragic flaw was to be 
passionately in love with his beautiful wife. So enamoured of 
her physical charms was he that he could not wait to expose 
them, all of them, to another male’s gaze. That ‘lucky’ man 
was the captain of his bodyguard, Gyges, chosen both for his 
loyalty and because he was not a native Lydian. But the plan 
misfired horribly, and Kandaules’ wife—unnamed, as was a 
respectable woman’s due—caught sight of Gyges spying on 
her nakedness behind the bedroom door. Utterly shamed (even 
for a barbarian man, in polar opposition to a male Greek 
citizen, it was shaming to be seen naked; a fortiori for a 
barbarian woman), she made Gyges an offer he could not 
refuse: to kill Kandaules and become king—or himself be 
killed. He sensibly chose the first option and with poetic justice 
stabbed Kandaules to death in bed. 

The motif of a woman as the foil for a man’s weakness 
neatly subverts the dominant ideological paradigm of strong 
man:weak woman. Kandaules’ wife, too, like Artemisia, had 
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brains as well as beauty. Her revenge, though extreme and 
therefore perhaps vaguely barbarian, was also symmetrically 
apt, a clear case of tisis (compensatory retribution); and the 
manner of its execution was Greek in its métis. The wife of 
Kandaules’ story, in short, subverts both the Greek—barbarian 
and the man—woman polarities, all the more effectively for 
containing genuine oriental colour and detail. 

My final Herodotean tale (9. 108-13) comes from the other 
end of the Histories and nicely complements it. If the lesson of 
the Kandaules—Gyges tale is ambiguous, even unsettling, this 
one is intended to leave his audience with an indelible impression 
of oriental despotism, of the ‘otherness’ of barbarian Persian 
harem politics. Xerxes had many wives and even more mis- 
tresses, as Persians were supposed to have (1. 135). But like 
Kandaules Xerxes made the mistake of falling in love, conceiving 
an erotic desire, for a wife—not one of his own, but of his 
brother Masistes. When direct entreaty failed to woo his sister- 
in-law, Xerxes resorted to indirect means, arranging a marriage 
between her daughter and one of his sons. But that merely 
compounded the felony, since he now fell for his daughter-in- 
law Artaynte (named by Herodotus, unlike the respectably 
anonymous wife of Masistes) who did respond to his advances. 
But at a price—she demanded as a gift the ‘coat of many 
colours’ woven for Xerxes by his principal wife Amestris. The 
tangled tale unravelled to its messy conclusion, as Amestris 
discovered that Xerxes had given away the robe to Artaynte 
and exacted a truly savage and ‘oriental’ revenge, rather 
unfairly, on her innocent mother. 

Xerxes, in short, had failed to control his desire as a Greek 
citizen-man ideally should; and as a result not only was he a 
failure at playing the macho Great King role abroad but at 
home he was not even the master of his own house. His 
usage of women was a salient index of his moral and political 
deficiencies. The womanly violence of Persian Queen Amestris 
will have confirmed Herodotus’ addressees in their stereotyped 
view both of female barbarians and of oriental despotism. 
Even Herodotus’ Sophist-inspired enlightenment and sympathy 
for barbarians had its limits where women and power were 
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concerned. But for the view of the Greek homme moyen 
sensuel, somewhere between those of Herodotus and Aristotle 
perhaps, we should turn finally to Xenophon. 


A Modest Proposal 
Poor Xenophon—fated not necessárily to come to a bad end, 
but to be judged customarily by posterity as a poor man's 
Thucydides, rather than for what he was: a historical writer of 
a very different stamp, far more akin to Herodotus than to his 
immediate predecessor, not least in the limpidity and ready 
comprehensibility of his Greek prose (as many a grateful novice 
learner of the language will know). Xenophon, however, had 
all the ambition of a Greek, and he combined that with a 
penchant for originality and innovation belied by his simple- 
seeming prose style. Yet for the most part we find nothing but 
reassuring ‘normality’ in Xenophon’s representations of the 
man-woman polarity—his men are masculine men, his women 
feminine women, and they each know their place within a 
division of labour and hierarchy of command sanctioned by 
god. l 
For the most part... Although I am out of sympathy with 
the revisionist picture of Xenophon that figures him as subtle, 
allusive, and ironic, I do agree that there is more to his writing 
than meets the casual eye. If he was much less of a Socratic 
philosopher than he wanted to be taken for, he was also 
somewhat more of one than he has traditionally been taken 
ge and contrast, to begin with, his Woman with that 
of Aristotle, as exposed in his Oeconomicus or treatise on the 
proper management of an oikos. Aristotle, too, starts from the 
oikos in the Politics, seeing the polis as an aggregate of oikoi. 
But for Aristotle a change in quantity meant a change in 
quality; the aggregate polis is different in kind from any one 
individual household, and one cannot live the good life for 
man, cannot realize the human telos, within the latter’s confines. 
That would be to live like the Cyclops Polyphemos. Xenophon, 
however, in the Oeconomicus treats the oikos as a self-sufficient 
context for the display of human moral-political virtue, aretē. 
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And when he turns away from the micro- to the macro-level of 
properly political theorizing he does not construct his argument 
in the Greek present or future, as Aristotle does in the Politics, 
but retrojects it into the non-Greek past. 

On the other hand, in his ideological construction of the 
man-woman polarity within the confines of the oikos, 
Xenophon saw pretty much eye-to-eye with Aristotle. For 
both men, the division between the sexes of nature, function, 
and power was of divine origin, and it was god too who 
(or which) had implanted in women their maternal instinct. 
The purpose of marriage was chiefly legitimate procreation, 
not companionship, let alone intellectual stimulation: Socrates’ 
principal interlocutor in the Oeconomicus, Iskhomakhos, is 
very firm on the desirability of marrying a girl-woman aged no 
more than 14, so that the husband (probably twice her age) 
can teach her what he deems necessary to make her the model 
household supervisor and conjugal adjunct. The only hint of a 
serious difference between Xenophon and Aristotle comes in a 
coyly complimentary remark of Socrates that Iskhomakhos’ 
wife would seem to have a masculine intellect (dianoia), but 
the remark was only meant half-seriously and of course anyway 
presupposed the standard Greek polarized and hierarchical 
view of gender difference. At most, therefore, one might say 
that Xenophon was relatively broadminded towards a certain 
very few women (women like the wife of Iskhomakhos are 
clearly represented as belonging to the Athenian élite). 

Xenophon’s historiography of women confirms this general 
impression of a certain repressive tolerance that the author 
considers to be rather daring. Two Greek widows, both from 
Asiatic Greece under Persian control, earn his approval. In 
the Anabasis (7. 8) he recounts how during his period as a 
mercenary commander he met and was well received by Hellas 
(a speaking name, if ever there was one), who gave him and 
her son good advice. In the Hellenica (3. 1. 10-14) he gives a 
more extended treatment to Mania, who had succeeded her 
late husband as under-satrap of a Greek enclave within the 
Persian satrapy of Hellespontine Phrygia. Like Tomyris the 
Massagetan and, more particularly, Artemisia of Halikarnassos, 


Engendering History: Men v. Women 103 


Mania showed herself no whit less able as a leader than her 
spouse. Indeed, so successfully did she perform, in male Greek 
terms, that men at her court started a whispering campaign 
against her, saying that it ‘was a disgrace for the country to be 
ruled by a woman’. Mania’s son-in-law took the hint and 
murdered her—not a very good mother-in-law joke. At first 
sight, then, Xenophon’s Mania is a reprise of Herodotus’ 
Artemisia. On closer inspection she is revealed to be far less 
threatening a figure, being not only respectful towards her 
Persian overlord in a way that Artemisia was not towards 
Xerxes, but also overfond and too trusting of her son-in-law—‘as 
a woman would be’, in Xenophon’s revealing editorializing 
phrase. 


The Perfect Wife 


Mania and Hellas lived on the margins, between the worlds of 
men and women and of Greeks and Persians. Xenophon’s 
most extended female characterization, however, was located 
very firmly within the barbarian world of Persia, though she is 
an entirely fictional character. The main plot of the Cyropaedia 
is the education of Cyrus the Great, specifically the education 
of a paradigmatically good ruler. Among the sub-plots none 
is more memorable than the love-story of Abradatas of Susa 
and his devoted wife Pantheia. 

Her Greek name, meaning ‘thoroughly divine’, was carefully 
chosen. The equivalent of Eve in Greek myth was Pandora, ‘All- 
Gift’, so called because she had been endowed with gifts by all the 
Olympians. But she had proved a bane, a curse, to Greek 
men, whereas Xenophon’s Pantheia was intended as his very 
model of conjugal womanhood, the precise inverse of mythical 
Pandora. She was of course physically beautiful, but it was the 
beauty of her soul rather than of her body upon which Xenophon 
chose to dwell, emphasizing above all else her absolute and 
unwavering fidelity to her husband up to and indeed beyond 
his grave. For after he had been killed and horribly mangled in 
battle, she gathered up his remains and gave thern due burial 
before killing herself. 
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‘Look to the end’, so wise Solon is supposed to have advised 
Croesus (Herodotus 1. 32), and Pantheia’s end was certainly 
tragic and heroic. The only, mild surprise is that Xenophon 
does not have her die in the usual manner of female suicides 
on (or rather off) the Athenian tragic stage, by hanging; in- 
Stead, Pantheia ends all with a sword, a masculine implement 
Perhaps here Xenophon is meaning to hint that in death as in 
life Pantheia was, in her separate and subordinate feminine 
way, the peer of her husband, and that her dianoia, like that 
of Iskhomakhos’ unnamed wife, was just a touch masculine. 
But perhaps, too, that is why Xenophon felt obliged to retro- 
ject Pantheia, not only into the distant and fictional past, but 
also safely into the alien world of the barbarian Other. 


arn ae nina 


5 
In the Club 


Citizens v. Aliens 


The polis teaches a man 
(Simonides) 


Whatever the principles for allocating specific political 
rights and functions within a citizen body, the global 
demarcation between citizens—all citizens—and others— 
all others—was conceptually paramount 


(Whitehead 1991: 144) 


The Primacy of Politics? 

Karl Marx, once a promising postgraduate student of ancient 
Greek philosophy, never lost touch with the ancient world in 
his groundbreaking explorations of the modern. In one of his 
more aphoristic moods he opined that the ancient world did 
not live on politics, any more than the medieval world lived on 
religion. What came through forcefully, in other words, from 
the ancient Greek sources, not least the historians and Marx’s 
revered Aristotle, was the idea that the polis and the privilege 
of being a polités were the be-all and end-all of human existence, 


the fount and origin of the good life for man. That idea 


or ideal, Marx noted with regret, was typically presented in 
sublime isolation from the more sordid realities of production, 
distribution, and exchange—of economics, in a word—without 
which there could have been no rarefied politics, let alone 
properly political thought. 

Marx’s materialism, his stress on the primacy of the pro- 
duction and reproduction of material life, has been variously 
interpreted and developed over the century and a half since 
The German Ideology of 1845. Perhaps its most enduring 
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legacy has been in the historiography of the so-called ‘Annales 
School’ founded by Marc Bloch and Lucien Febvre and 
associated most recently with Fernand Braudel. Though not in 
any strict or dogmatic sense Marxist themselves, and the more 
widely influential for that very reason, the Annalistes agreed 
with Marx in not privileging the realm of the political in their 
writing of history. At the stroke of a pen, Thucydidean political 
history, and especially the history of political events (war, 
diplomacy, politics), were thus conscientiously abjured, and 
the tradition of post-Renaissance admiration and emulation of 
Thucydides that ran from Guicciardini through Hobbes and 
Macaulay to von Ranke was replaced by what we might call a 
Herodotean concern for the history of custom, mores, and 
mentality. 

Not without protest and reaction from within the ranks of 
contemporary ancient historians. According to some of the 
protesters (e.g. Rahe 1984), politics—in the sense of the sorts 
of things that went on in the public spaces of a Greek city 
(assembly, lawcourts, agora, theatre, and so on), or on the 
battlefield—quite simply was more important than any other 
aspect of life in Classical Greece, and so Thucydides and his 
epigones were right to concentrate on it. The Greeks may not 
have lived on politics, in Marx’s materialist sense, but it was 
politics that gave their lived experience its distinctive meaning 
and value. This view can fairly be accused of being unduly 
blinkered, in that it leaves out of account all those Greeks— 
the majority—who could never or only rarely operate actively 
within those public spaces: women, children, and aliens; not to 
mention the typically barbarian slaves, whom Marx occasionally 
(and questionably: see Chapter 6) envisaged as the pedestal 
upon which Greek politics rested. On the other hand, it 
cannot fairly be accused of sheer blindness. From Tyrtaios 
(mid-seventh century) to Aristotle, all genres of Greek public 
discourse, whether lyric and elegiac poetry, epinician odes, 
tragedy, comedy, history, oratory, or political theory, did 
indeed privilege the public, communal, political sphere above 
the private and the personal. Two examples from either end of 
those three centuries clearly illustrate the point. 
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Alkaios (fl. c.600) has a certain posthumous reputation 
among poets for his technical accomplishment; both Horace 
and Thomas Hardy, for example, wrote in his alcaic metre. 
But in his own day Alkaios composed his verses as a continuation 
of politics by other means, articulating the views of a con- 
servative aristocrat from Mytilene on Lesbos who was struggling 
to maintain his and his peers’ place amid a series of upheavals 
that led to a succession of dictatorships and, for him, dis- 
gruntled banishment. As an exile what he missed above all was 
Mytilene’s agora or civic centre. The word means literally ‘a 
place of gathering’, and so for example it became the usual 
Greek term for a market. But for Alkaios it had a specifically 
political connotation, meaning the space where political 
assemblies were held and decisions and struggles affecting the 
governance of Mytilene were enacted. 

Two and a half centuries later, the Athenian Isokrates in a 
couple of his crypto-oligarchic pamphlets (12. 138; 15. 14) 
employed a remarkable (to us, anyway) metaphor, describing 
the politeia of a Greek city as its psukhé, its ‘life and soul’ or 
‘beating heart’. In Classical Greek, politeia had two main 
senses (Bordes 1982 is exhaustive). First, it could mean some- 
thing like what we understand by ‘citizenship’ (from the Latin 
civitas), the peculiar attribute of a polités or ‘polis-person’. 
Secondly, it denoted the framework of rules and conventions 
within which the polités exercised his (in the gender sense) 
politeia. In this second sense it is conventionally translated 
‘constitution’, but a moment’s reflection on the Isokratean 
usage suggests that may be highly misleading. If asked today 
what most gave our collective or social existence its meaning 
and purpose few of us, I suspect, would reply unhesitatingly 
‘the British (or whatever) constitution’. 

Thus the Alkaios and Isokrates passages serve two useful 
purposes. They indicate a broad gulf between ancient and 
modern perceptions or constructions of politics and they lend 
initial credibility to the anti-Marxist, anti-Annaliste view that 
in Classical Greece politics was primary and should not be 
treated as a mere epiphenomenon. But what we must ask next 
is whether and, if so, how far and in what way the majority 
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of their fellow citizens, the fellow-sharers in the politeia 
of Mytilene and Athens who collectively constituted their 
respective politeuma (‘citizen body’), would have endorsed 
Alkaios’ view of the agora and Isokrates’ of the politeia. Our 
principal authors offer a variety of approaches and insights. 


Herodotus and the Tyranny of Nomos 


Herodotus was by no means uninterested in political life 
broadly defined, but he was conspicuously, almost notoriously, 
uninterested in the niceties of constitutional structure and 
practice. If, for instance, one were seeking enlightenment on 
the mode of government of Sparta and Athens. or on how 
their very different political institutions affected their behaviour 
in the run-up to and during the Persian Wars, one would not 
derive much from Herodotus. Indeed, he has but one use of 
the word politeia, in its citizenship sense, in the entire work— 
though this instance is interesting enough, since it records the 
only example known to Herodotus of Sparta’s conferring its 
citizenship on a xenos, or rather on two of them, brothers 
from Elis who specialized in divination (9. 34-5). 

Yet it is still perfectly possible to argue without self- 
contradiction that Herodotus was a thoroughly political and 
politicized historian, indeed no less so than Thucydides or 
Aristotle (and considerably more so than Xenophon). For 
running through his work is a discourse on power, above all 
despotic rule, and Herodotus enquires into its implications 
both in theory and in practice with as much vigour as he 
conducts his ethnography of gender and sexuality (see Chapter 
4). In particular, he is obsessed with the relationship between 
nomos in the sense of custom or convention and nomos 
meaning law, whether a particular enactment or the rule of 
law (as opposed to arbitrary, individual despotism); and with 
the further relationship between nomos in either sense and 
phusis in the sense of what human beings deem natural or do 
because they can achieve their ends by sheer physical might. 

It is not therefore quite so Surprising that the least ‘con- 
stitutional’ of historians should have wished to include in his 
History what is by some way the earliest surviving piece of 
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developed political theory in all western literature, the ‘Persian 
Debate’ (3. 80-2). The intellectual breakthrough involved 
is in retrospect stunningly simple, like all the most fruitful 
inventions. Some Greek somewhere discovered that all forms 
of political rule must be species of just three genera—rule by 
one, rule by some, rule by all (a relatively rare instance of 
Greek tripartition). That classification is logically and prag- 
matically exhaustive. But in order for that breakthrough of 
thought to be possible, some Greeks somewhere had first to 
have invented practical politics, in the strong sense of the 
taking of decisions of major, communal significance in public 
(es meson, ‘into the middle’, as they put it) after open debate 
between relevantly specified peers. But for that to occur 
required in its turn the prior invention of the necessary ‘civic 
space’ of the polis, whence sprang the idea of citizen equality. 
This is not of course to deny the invention of polities and 
political activity much earlier, in Sumer, say, nor the (possibly 
prior) creation of a state-form akin to the polis by the 
Phoenicians and Etruscans. But political theory in the precise 
sense under discussion here was a Greek breakthrough, the 
culmination of a largely endogenous political development. 
We shall return to the genesis and nature of the polis in 
our discussion of Aristotle’s political theory below. Now 
Herodotus’ ‘Persian Debate’ demands our attention, for two 
main reasons. First, the fact that it is ostensibly Persian may 
not say much for Herodotus’ understanding of cultural or 
intellectual possibility. The authenticity of the debate was 
challenged, quite rightly, on the ground that the idea of any 
Persian’s ever seriously propounding a version of democracy 
was preposterous, and Herodotus’ defence (6. 43)—that 
in 493, some thirty years after the dramatic date of the 
‘Debate’, Darius had allegedly authorized the establishment of 
democracies in Greek Ionia—is singularly lame. For in 522 
there had been no democracy anywhere in the world; it was 
one thing to set up or tolerate democracy at the western 
extremity of the empire among Greeks and quite another to 
establish it as the norm for the governance of the empire as a 
whole, beginning with the Persian court; and, thirdly, these 
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Ionian democracies were in any case not terribly democratic. 
In fact, the ‘Debate’ is a pioneering exercise in Greek political 
philosophy, originating no earlier than 500. In the form in 
which it is presented by Herodotus, each speaker countering 
the arguments of his opponents as well as advocating the 
positive merits of his own preferred political system, it may 
well owe something to Protagoras of Abdera (f. c.450-430), 
who was apparently a democrat and the author of works 
entitled ‘Knockdown Arguments’ and ‘Adversarial Debates’ 
among others. 

However, the ‘Debate’ does speak worlds for Herodotus’ 
relatively enlarged vision of the barbarian Other—or at least 
of some barbarian others. Like Xenophon’s Cyrus (Chapter 3) 
Herodotus’ three noble Persian debaters Megabyzus, Otanes, 
and Darius embody wisdom that was by no means alien to 
Greek thought. On the other hand, the gap between Persian 
theory and practice, as it were, was also entirely grist to 
Herodotus’ Hellenist mill. In the ‘Debate’ his Darius had of 
course advocated monarchy, in its ‘good’ form of constitutional 
monarchy, which he had opposed to the ‘bad’ forms of rule- 
by-some (factional oligarchy) and rule-by-all (mob-rule, 
ochlocracy). But in practice the Persian monarchy re-established 
by Darius in the late 520s and inherited by his son Xerxes 
in 486 proved to be the bad form of rule-by-one to which 
Megabyzus and Otanes had taken exception. It had become, 
that is to say, a classic exemplar of oriental despotism. So 
although rule-by-one won the ‘Persian Debate’, in Herodotus’ 
own discourse rule-by-some and rule-by-all, the republican 
forms of government that predominated in the world of 
the Classical Greek city, won by a long way. Two passages, 
concerning the most famous Greek instances of respectively 
rule-by-all (Athens) and rule-by-some (Sparta), put beyond all 
question Herodotus’ own confidence in the superiority and 
desirability of the polis as the site of the good life for 
political man. 

First, in a context of 506 Bce, shortly after the establishment 
of democracy at Athens by Kleisthenes the Alkmaionid 
(6. 131; Chapter 2), Herodotus describes how the Athenians 
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repulsed a pincer attack on Athens launched from the south- 
west by Sparta and her Peloponnesian League allies, from the 
north by the Boiotians, and from the east by the Khalkidians of 
Euboia. He then editorializes—or rather hymns the peculiar 
quality that in his view accounted for this unprecedented 
Athenian military prowess (5. 78): 


So Athens had increased in greatness. It is not only in respect of one 
thing but of everything that equality and free speech are clearly a 
good; take the case of Athens, which under the rule of princes proved 
no better in war than any of her neighbours but, once rid of those 
princes, was far the first of all. What this makes clear is that when 
held in subjection they would not do their best, for they were working 
for a taskmaster, but, when freed, they sought to win, because each 
was trying to achieve for his very self. 


David Grene’s recent translation reproduced here is consciously 
archaizing, but in other respects its verbal fidelity to the 
original does nicely capture the flavour of Herodotus’ oral 
style of delivery. So too it does full justice to the implications 
of the key words in the text, with one exception: ‘princes’ (as 
in Machiavelli’ Zl principe) hides the fact that Herodotus’ 
Greek uses the original of our own word ‘tyrants’ meaning 
illegitimate, autocratic rulers. 

The tyrants in question were the Peisistratidai, Peisistratos 
(545-528/7) and his son Hippias (528/7-510), who had ruled 
Athens for a generation and provided an essential bridge of 
stability between the civil disorder of the late seventh and 
early sixth centuries and the inauguration of democracy at the 
end of the sixth. But towards the end of his reign, following 
the murder of his brother by the heroic ‘Tyrannicides’ , Hippias 
had allegedly become despotic or as we say tyrannical, and his 
foreign connections with Persia were grounds for reasonable 
suspicion of his patriotism. In 510 he was at last overthrown, 
though by Spartan intervention rather than internal uprising 
(despite the Tyrannicide myth: see Chapter 2). A further 
period of domestic instability supervened, resolved tem- 
porarily by Kleisthenes’ securing the passage of his demo- 
catic reform bill through Council and Assembly in 508/7. 
Sparta’s political sympathies and King Kleomenes’ personal 


112 In the Club: Citizens v. Aliens 


connections, however, ran in favour of Kleisthenes’ principal 
opponent, Isagoras: hence the multipronged invasion of Attica 
in 506 spearheaded by Sparta that the democratic Athenians 
successfully resisted. 

The emphasis, in Herodotus’ explanation above, rests firmly 
on the ‘democratic’. What Grene translates as ‘equality and 
free speech’ is in Greek the one word iségorié, literally equality 
of public speech in Athenian political assemblies, and that by 
Herodotus’ day was construed as a peculiarly democratic 
feature of Athens’s civic life. Whether iségorié had in fact been 
institutionalized as an integral feature of Athenian public 
decision-making as early as 506 is far more doubtful; Herodotus 
is probably as guilty of anachronism here as he was in the 
‘Persian Debate’. But what matters is the unbridgeable gap 
and polar opposition, for him, between democracy and equality 
of free speech, on the one hand, and tyranny on the other. 
Indeed, Herodotus spells it out for his addressee. Under 
a tyranny the Athenian citizenry, though technically free, 
were like slaves working for a ‘taskmaster’ (despotés, the 
usual Greek for master of slaves). A final exegesis is perhaps 
necessary of the last sentence of 5. 78: iségorié, Herodotus 
Says, is a morally admirable thing (spoudaion khréma), because 
it allows each to achieve for his very self—as a part of the 
community, he means, an equal member of the civic community, 
and not, as might too easily be supposed today, for his own 
self as opposed to the community. 

The discourse of power is developed further and with more 
subtle refinement in book 7, where Herodotus employs the 
familiar folktale storyteller’s device of the wise adviser. But 
his chosen mouthpiece is not an Athenian this time. He is 
a Spartan, and no ordinary Spartan but a deposed ex-king, 
Damaratos the ‘medizer’ (cf. Chapter 3). Given the circum- 
stances of his exile, illegally even sacrilegiously rigged by his 
co-king Kleomenes I, one might have expected Damaratos to 
be an embittered and implacable enemy of Sparta, vowing 
death, destruction, and revenge on his ungrateful native polis. 
Not a bit of it. Not only does he serve the tragic function of 
the adviser whose good advice is rejected but, had it been 
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followed, would have assured success. He also serves as 
spokesman of and for Spartan and by extension Greek freedom. 
What is at stake is once more the relationship between political 
system and martial valour, and ‘Damaratos’, like Herodotus 
himself, derives military prowess from political, civic condition 


(7. 104): 


Fighting singly [says ‘Damaratos’ to ‘Xerxes’] they [the Spartans] are 
no worse than any other people; together, they are the most gallant 
men on earth. For they are free—but not altogether so. They have as 
the despot over them Nomos and they fear nomos much more than 
your men fear you. 


There is a truly sophistical paradox at work here. Nomos, 
meaning either a particular custom or law or, as here, the rule 
of law, by definition cannot rule in the same sense as the 
master rules slaves. For it is citizens—guided, according to a 
widespread form of myth, by an all-wise lawgiver (nomothetés) 
such as the Spartan Lykourgos—who have made the laws and 
established the rule of law, by their own free volition. By 
mutual consent they agree to abide by the laws they have so 
made, and other things being equal they prefer to observe the 
existing laws rather than change them. Since they are not 
above the laws, and the laws rule, they must necessarily be 
under them. So by a paradoxical twist and semantic slippage 
‘Damaratos the Sophist’ is able to present this Greek con- 
tractual, egalitarian, and civic idea of the rule of law as the 
polar opposite and inverse of the Persian nomos (custom) of 
rule by a despot. For Herodotus’ Greek addressee, moreover, 
that was a particularly easy shift to comprehend, since in the 
Greeks’ opinion all Xerxes’ subjects were indeed political 
slaves, and they were slaves because, being barbarians, they 
were naturally slavish (Chapter 6). Persian political custom, 
in other words, was in accordance with Persian nature. 
Herodotus himself, however, would surely not have gone so 
far. One of the implications of the ‘Persian Debate’, at all 
events, is that not all Persians were ipso facto incapable of 
perceiving the merits of civic self-government. 
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Thucydides and the Utility of History 


Thucydides, too, was distinctly reticent on constitutional history 
in the narrow sense. What exactly, for instance, was the 
‘Constitution of the 5,000’ at Athens in 411-410? We shall 
never know, since Thucydides chose not to say, although he 
did approve mightily of it, at least in its first phase (8. 97. 2). 
Nor was he much more interested in politics in our conven- 
tional contemporary sense of interpersonal or interfactional 
infighting—until, that is, it erupted into outright civil war. 
To select just one of his plangent silences, he says virtually 
nothing in detail about the vital internal struggle at Athens in 
about 417, which ought to have resulted in the ostracism of 
either Alkibiades or Nikias but was somehow fixed so that 
a third party, Hyperbolos, received the grand order of the 
People’s boot. (For the ostracism procedure to be valid at least 
6,000 Athenian citizens had to cast their vote, in the form of 
an inscribed potsherd (ostrakon), against the politician whom 
they wished to have exiled from Athens for ten years. The 
candidate with the most such votes ‘won’ this reverse election, 
and the roll-call of ‘winners’ was a distinguished one.) This 
miscarriage had the unhappy consequence of divided counsels 
that played no small role in Athens’s disaster in Sicily in 
415-413, but all Thucydides (8. 73) says, with untypically 
undisguised moral prejudice, is that Hyperbolos ‘had been 
ostracized, not for fear of his power or prestige, but because 
he was a wretched character and a disgrace to the city’. 

Yet in other senses Thucydides’ historiography was as 
political and civic as could be, indeed more obviously so than 
Herodotus’ in that he deliberately excluded the mythic or 
romantic element of storytelling (1. 21, 22). For Thucydides 
devoted his enquiry to war, the most visible and tangible and 
fraught expression of relations between Greeks organized in 
political communities, and, secondly, to civil war within and 
for the control of a state’s politeia. But to justify Hobbes’s 
characterization of Thucydides as ‘the most politick histori- 
ographer that ever writ’ a further ingredient is necessary. This 


In the Club: Citizens v. Aliens 11S 


is provided by Thucydides’ explicit concern with the permanent 
utility of his history above and beyond its immediate focus on 
a ‘world’ war between Greeks. As he expressed it in the 
famous conclusion to his exordium (1. 22. 4): ‘My work is 
not a prize composition designed to meet the taste of an 
immediate public, but was done to be a possession for ever.’ 

Despite the rhetorical suggestio falsi, Thucydides’ History 
was indeed written competitively, and probably to defeat above 
all Herodotus in the struggle for readers’ immediate attention. 
Paradoxically, though, the burden of his claim to superiority 
rests on the last two words, ‘for ever’. Thucydides, that is, 
supposed that his work would have permanent value because 
he assumed that there was something unalterable at work in 
human history. That constant he labelled variously ‘human 
nature’ or ‘the human thing’, and he located its most crucial 
sphere of operation in the arena of interstate relations. Although 
Thucydides did not recite his work in public like Herodotus, 
he too composed to be read aloud; and situated as he was 
within a tradition that extended back ultimately to Homer, he 
found it quite natural to include speeches as well as narrative, 
as had Herodotus. But such was Thucydides’ passion for 
accuracy that he felt obliged to warn readers in advance of the 
licence he had necessarily given himself to invent the content 
of his speeches, to put words into his speakers’ mouths: ‘I have 
found it necessary to make the speakers say what in my 
opinion was called for by the situation at hand’ (1. 22. 2). 
Nowhere was this licence more liberally exploited than in two 
passages in which Thucydides put words into the mouths of 
anonymously collective Athenian speakers in contexts where 
the historian himself had not been present at the time and 
where there was no chance of his receiving even an accurate 
précis of what had actually been said. Not coincidentally, it is 
in these two passages that Thucydides departs most completely 
from the immediate situation in order to generalize strato- 
spherically about the constant features of human nature as 
they seemed to him to operate in interstate relations. 

First, in his so-called ‘Melian Dialogue’ of book 5 (84-112). 
The context is a pause, a phoney peace, in the fighting 
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between Athens and Sparta and their allies. Neutral but pro- 
Spartan Melos, an island-city in the southern Cyclades, is 
resisting Athens’s attempt to coerce her into alliance in 416/15. 
To the Melian oligarchs’ confident appeals to human and 
divine justice Thucydides’ Athenians reply with brutal frankness 
(5. 105): 

So far as the favour of the gods is concerned, we think we have as 
much right to it as you have... Our opinion of the gods and our 
knowledge of men lead us to conclude that it is a general and necessary 
law of nature to rule wherever one can. This is not a law we made 
ourselves, nor were we the first to act upon it when it was made. We 
found it already in existence, and we shall leave it to exist for ever 
among those who come after us. We are merely acting in accordance 
with it, and we know that you or anybody else with the same power 
as ours would be acting in precisely the same way. (trans. Rex 
Warner) 


The key words here are ‘law’, ‘nature’, ‘for ever’, and ‘power’. 
(We shall return to Thucydides’ attitude to the gods in Chapter 
7.) Against the backdrop of the Sophistic nomos—phusis 
polarity, the Athenian speakers stress the rule of the strong as 
a fact of human nature in interstate relations. But this is not 
simply the law of the jungle. Reason, rationality, and prudent 
calculation are not excluded by the logic of power—far from 
it. It is precisely those statesmen (like Perikles) who possess 
these civic capacities, and those communities which find the 
arguments of such statesmen persuasive and act upon them 
prudently, who survive and win through in Thucydides’ pitilessly 
amoral universe. 

To discover the motives which should in his view weigh most 
in the prudent calculation of collective civic self-interest we 
may look to his other anonymously attributed Athenian policy 
speech. The original was ostensibly delivered before the 
Spartan assembly in 432 with a view to dissuading the Spartans 
from declaring that Athens had broken the Peace of 445. But 
if its main purpose was really to assuage Spartan fears and 
mollify Spartan resentment, in Thucydides’ version it hardly 
set about accomplishing that in the most obvious way. Instead, 
Thucydides’ ‘Athenians’ reiterate the three motives which, 
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they insist, determine interstate policymaking: fear, honour, 
and profit (1. 75. 3, 76. 2). Fear, in the sense not of sheer 
terror, but prudential calculation, concern for collective security. 
Honour in the sense of amour propre, self-esteem, prestige— 
again, a characteristic preoccupation of the free Greek citizen 
and civic community. Thirdly, and finally, material advantage. 
And the greatest of the three, Thucydides said unto his 
readers, was fear. ‘What made war inevitable was the growth 
of Athenian power and the fear this instilled in the Spartans’ 
(1. 23. 6). With this glaring exception to his normal rule of 
avoiding first-person authorial judgement Thucydides closes 
the circle and makes watertight the connection between the 
views of his anonymous Athenians and the view he himself 
held. 

Such was the stuff of his political history, whereby he sought 
to teach lessons of utility ‘for ever’, and many historians after 
him—from his anonymous continuator known to us only as 
the ‘Oxyrhynchus Historian’? down to Leopold von Ranke in 
the nineteenth century and beyond—have taken his brand 
of political history as a kind of supra-historical model. But 
although Thucydides’ historiography is in an important sense 
universal and universalizable, it was also the product of his 
Greek civic milieu, and in particular of the Athenian democracy 
within which he was formed. That facet will be treated more 
fully below in connection with the Periklean Funeral Speech. 
Immediately, the quality of Thucydides’ engagement with the 
political may be brought out further by contrasting his his- 
toriography with that of another of his continuators, Xenophon. 


Xenophon and the Privatization of the Political 


Thucydides’ History, in short, confirms our reading of 
Herodotus’ Histories: historia as a genre, new-minted in its 
critical application to the great and wondrous (or horrific) 
deeds of Greeks and/or non-Greeks, was itself a form of civic 
and political discourse. It was not, however, in any sense 
official. Indeed, when compared with the annals of the Assyrian 
kings or the biblical book of Kings, for example, it represents 
the very denial of official history, whether dynastic or religious. 
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But it does nevertheless present itself as a contribution to 
political debate es meson, ‘into the central space’ of the polis. 
Here their Greek citizen addressees were invited to reflect 
upon its messages and redeploy them in the ceaseless round of 
competitive public debate that constituted Classical Greek 
politics. 

Judged against this lofty intellectual and social achievement 
Xenophon’s historiography has often seemed to be a declension, 
a descent from good to bad historiography, both technically 
and civically. That, however, is a misreading. Xenophon, too, 
aimed to write history in his Hellenica, in the then accepted 
sense of a record of public, political events (above all, wars). 
But conditioned as he was by the outcome of the Peloponnesian 
War and the ensuing impotent stalemate between the great 
powers of fourth-century Greece, he preferred a different, 
quietist approach. Thucydides had wanted to be ‘useful’ 
primarily to practical politicians who might have a direct 
influence on public affairs. Xenophon, by contrast, wrote a 
privatized sort of history, deeming to be axiologon (‘worthy 
of account’, so ‘important’) moral instruction of a frankly 
conventional kind. 

At two points he sets out his credo explicitly. First, in 
connection with an in itself trivial incident in the Corinthian 
War (395-386) (Hellenica 5. 1. 4): 


I know that in this description I am recounting no expenditure, 
danger, or stratagem worthy of report (axiologon)—but, by Zeus, it 
seems to me that this is worthy of a man’s consideration, what it was 
that Teleutias did to produce such a disposition in his men. That is 
an achievement (ergon) of aman most worthy of report (axiologotaton), 
more than great wealth or many dangers. 


The repetition of ‘man’ (in the gender sense) and axiologon 
and the interjection of ‘by Zeus’ indicate the passion with 
which Xenophon wrote this; the use of ergon implies that the 
passion was directed specifically against Herodotus and 
Thucydides, the historians of great wealth and great dangers 
respectively. The fact that Teleutias was half-brother of his 
own patron Agesilaos merely added fuel to the flames. 
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Two books later, Xenophon had occasion to laud collective 
rather than individual ‘achievement’ (7. 2. 1): 


If any of the large cities has a single fine deed to its credit, all the 
historians (sungrapheis) record it. But it seems to me that if a small 
city has many fine achievements (erga) to its credit, that is even more 
worthy of exposition. 


The small city that prompted this outburst was Phleious in the 
north-east Peloponnese, a city which—unlike most of Sparta’s 
Peloponnesian League allies—remained consistently loyal 
after Sparta’s crushing defeat at Leuktra in 371. Again, the 
fact that Phleious was pro-Spartan, indeed was governed by 
an oligarchic regime that Agesilaos had imposed on a largely 
unwilling democratic citizenry in 379, simply increased the 
warmth with which Xenophon expressed a view that he anyway 
held. For him the function of the historian was essentially to 
praise moral virtue and, by implication, to castigate vice, public 
and private, individual and collective. Not that Herodotus or 
Thucydides was innocent of moral purpose, but their emphasis 
was not primarily on moral improvement. Xenophon’s em- 
phasis, however, throughout the Hellenica is on individual or 
collective moral achievement, not civic and political analysis 
or explanation. 


Oriental Despotism Revalued 


It is in this light that the Cyropaedia is properly to be read. 
Paideia, usually translated as ‘education’, was for some 
Greeks, as we shall see, an integral part of the definition and 
formation of a Greek citizen; without the appropriate paideia 
active membership of a state’s politeuma would be put at risk, 
if not rendered impossible. Xenophon, however, devoted his 
longest exercise in the study of paideia to that of a barbarian, 
Cyrus II ‘the Great’. Moreover, Xenophon gives to paideia an 
extended meaning that was not habitual when applied to an 
individual. Etymologically, paideia was a matter for paides, 
‘children’, but Xenophon applies the term to all of Cyrus’ 
career that he chooses to represent, including his early maturity 
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as king and emperor. This Xenophontic paideia, in other 
words, is a school for monarchs, not citizens. 

The originality of this conceit stems from its conflicting with 
the dominant Greek paradigm of the monarch, especially the 
oriental monarch, as a despot or tyrant, an autocrat above the 
laws. The Egyptians, Herodotus (2. 147) had rather snidely 
observed, appeared incapable of living without kings, whereas 
the Athenians defined themselves democratically in terms of 
the overthrow and permanent rejection of tyranny (5. 78). The 
Cyropaedia thus not only introduces a new genre of literature, 
the pseudo-historical novel or romance, but also reflects a new 
model of political theory, pro-monarchist and not so much 
anti- as non-civic. For the inhabitants of Cyrus’ world are all 
subjects, the ruled, people subjected to a unidirectional flow 
of monarchical power from the top down, whereas it was the 
essence of being a Greek citizen to ‘rule and be ruled in turn’. 
Early on in the Cyropaedia (1. 6. 20) Xenophon does use this 
standard expression—but he applies it, paradoxically, to Cyrus 
personally. One of the basic lessons of the Cyropaedia is, no 
doubt, that ‘human beings resist no one so quickly as the 
person they see trying to rule over them’ (Tatum 1989: 
p. xviii). But the most basic lesson, the message, of the work 
as a whole is that such resistance not only can but should be 
overcome—by an enlightened prince such as Cyrus is depicted 
to be. 

It is easy to see, then, how the Cyropaedia should have been 
lined up with other Xenophontic works, the Hiero (how to be 
a good Greek tyrant) and Agesilaos (how to be a good Greek 
hereditary king), and with other contemporary works of 
monarchist propaganda (Isokrates’ Evagoras and To Nikokles, 
both Cypriot Greek tyrants), and with Plato’s Republic (with 
its philosopher-kings) as exemplifying a new, fourth-century 
willingness to allow virtue and wisdom to a sole ruler, who is 
somehow elevated above the common herd of his subjects. 
But it is important not to freight this intellectual trend with too 
heavy a burden of causal significance in the real world, for 
example by seeing it as somehow necessarily explaining the 


In the Club: Citizens v. Aliens 121 


political and military triumph of the kingdom of Macedon over 
the Greek city during the third quarter of the fourth century. 
That is surely a case of confusing post hoc with propter 
hoc. The reasons why the Greeks were defeated by Philip 
of Macedon at Khaironeia in 338, whereas the Greeks had 
defeated Xerxes of Persia in 480-479, cannot be simply 
reduced to a question of monarchist propaganda and alleged 
loss of confidence in Greek civic republicanism. Aristotle’s 
Politics, for instance, a living testament to the vitality of the 
latter, was written after rather than before Khaironeia. More 
to the point, even Xenophon’s œuvre is by no means entirely 
predicated on the desirability of the triumph of enlightened 
despotism. 


Reluctant Mercenaries 


Consider the Poroi (‘Revenues’), Hipparkhikos (‘Cavalry 
Commander’), Oeconomicus (‘Household-Management’): all 
presuppose the continued existence of the polis of Athens as a 
going concern, despite the buffetings and setbacks of the 3508, 
especially the all too successful revolt by important allies in 
Athens’s Second Sea League (founded 378, against Sparta this 
time, not Persia). But perhaps Xenophon’s most striking 
because least expected testimony to the values of politeia is 
to be found in his Anabasis. Here surely, one would have 
thought, is to be found the very embodiment of the new 
alternative model of Greek lifestyle outside the framework of 
the polis, as lived by a footloose band of several thousand ‘free 
lance’ mercenaries, xenoi (in a double sense) who sell their 
military services to the highest bidder in direct contravention 
of the ‘political’ norm of the citizen militia? 

Well, yes, but only up to a point, Lord Copper. If there was 
a ‘general crisis of the fourth century’, then the proliferating 
bands of would-be mercenaries are certainly the best evidence 
for it. Not only were there ever more Greeks willing to exercise 
their strong right hands outside the framework of their native 
politeia, but ever more Greek states were willing to employ 
them, non-citizens, to fight on their behalf and in their stead. 
It was one thing for individuals like the brother of Alkaios in 
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c.600 to sign up with an oriental potentate to help him fight 
other barbarians, quite another for Greek poleis fighting other 
Greek poleis to rely heavily on such mercenaries as their 
principal fighting-force, as the Greek states increasingly did in 
the fourth century. Aristotle (Nicomachean Ethics 1116°15—24) 
was moved to protest against this trend. However, Xenophon’s 
Anabasis is, surprisingly, not the place to look for a theoretical 
justification of it. On the contrary: not only do the Ten 
Thousand (the survivors of the 13,000 or more who had fought 
the Battle of Cunaxa in 401 on behalf of Cyrus, the young 
pretender to the Persian throne) turn themselves into a ‘polis 
on the move’ (Austin and Vidal-Naquet 1977: 380, quoting 
Hippolyte Taine), but Xenophon actually considered—or so 
he claims—turning them into the politeuma of a new polis, a 
Greek colony to be planted on the southern shore of the Black 
Sea. For he ‘thought that it would be a glorious achievement 
to increase the territory and power of Hellas through the 
foundation of a city’. Unfortunately, the majority of the 
Ten Thousand decided, democratically (be it noted), against 
Xenophon’s plan (Anabasis 5. 6. 1 5-19). 


Aristotle and the Teleological Polis 


Xenophon, in short, for all his monarchist yearnings, was no 
more convinced that the Greek polis had had its day than was 
his coeval Plato, whose last work, the Laws, was a detailed 
blueprint for such a colony as Xenophon had projected, only 
in Crete rather than Asia Minor. We may therefore be more 
than usually confident that in the Politics Aristotle was indeed 
basing his view of the polis on the phainomena and the endoxa 
and representing the outlook of the Phronimoi. Not for 
Aristotle the world-state possibly dreamt of by his one-time 
pupil, Alexander the Great of Macedon (reigned 336-323), 
nor yet the ‘United States of Europe’ dreamt of by modern 
federalists looking through rose-tinted spectacles at the 
League of Corinth founded in 338/7 by his father Philip. For 
Aristotle, like E. F. Schumacher, small was beautiful, and the 
polis was just the right size and type of political community 
(KoinGnia) to realize the good life for mankind. 
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That, indeed, was the meaning of Aristotle’s famous—and 
usually mistranslated and misunderstood—dictum that man 
(as a species, mankind) was a zōön politikon: not tritely 
‘a political animal’, but a living creature designed by its nature 
to realize its full, human potential, its ‘end’ (telos) in Aristotle’s 
sociobiological sense, within and only within the political 
framework constituted by the Greek polis. Man was by nature 
a ‘community-animal’ (zdén koindnikon: Eudemian Ethics 
1242°23-5), but, although other forms of community could 
provide the means of bare subsistence or existence, only the 
polis could enable mankind to live the true morally good life, 
the life of ‘well-faring’ (eudaimonia) analysed and argued for 
in the Nicomachean Ethics (a sort of part 1 of a bipartite work 
of which the Politics formed part 2). 

There is no reason to believe that all or even most of 
Aristotle’s readers, let alone most Greeks of the third quarter 
of the fourth century, went all the way with him in their own 
specifications of the good life for mankind. But they will 
assuredly have agreed with him, first, on the uniqueness and 
indispensability of the polis-framework, and, secondly, that 
the polis was a ‘natural’ organism in that it represented an 
agglomeration of the basic, minimal, human associational units 
called oikoi—households consisting of man, wife, children, 
and property. So when Aristotle echoes Isokrates (see begin- 
ning of this chapter) in claiming that the politeia of a polis, its 
rules and regulations governing public civic decision-making, 
was its ‘life as it were’ (Politics 1295"40 ff.), there can be no 
doubt left in our minds that politics, ‘the political’, really did 
matter fundamentally both in theory and in practice to the 
average Greek citizen. 


Who Was the Greek Citizen? 


And yet, and yet... Although Aristotle was himself of citizen 
status by birth, in his native Stageira in Khalkidiké, he chose 
to spend most of his adult life in Athens—where his Stagirite 
citizenship was inoperative. It is time, then, to ask what were 
the formal, legal qualifications for politeia (citizenship) in a 
given Greek city, and why those criteria were adopted: what 
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ideological or theoretical considerations underlay the granting 
of citizen-rights, and what civic activities most encapsulated or 
expressed politeia in action? Aristotle the non-citizen still, 
remarkably, provides more than enough material for adequate 
answers. 

Aristotle’s civic man, as we saw, is intrinsically sociable by 
nature. He must therefore live a life sufficient not only unto 
itself but also for his nearest and dearest, the oikeioi (those 
who are ‘like’ oneself, or members of one’s oikos) and philoi 
(‘one’s own’, ‘friends’). Books 8 and g of the Nicomachean 
Ethics attempt to answer the question who one’s friends are 
and gives a firmly instrumental response: they are those whom 
you need and who need you. For this relationship of friendship 
to work, even if lopsidedly, there must be a certain amount 
of reciprocity and mutuality, and that in turn presupposes 
a certain minimum of equality, an equality of nature. It is 
because women are not (deemed to be) by nature equal to 
men, for the reasons given in the first book of the Politics (see 
Chapter 4), that they cannot be citizens, because they are 
incapable of ruling in a truly civic way and must therefore be 
ruled by the men, for their own good. 

The Politics, from one point of view, is precisely a treatise 
on different kinds of rule. The type appropriate for citizens is 
the ‘political’ or ‘statesmanlike’ kind, not the ‘kingly’, since 
citizens rule and are ruled in turn reciprocally (1259°4); 
indeed, this principle of reciprocity is nothing less than ‘the 
salvation of [ polis-type] states’ ( 1261°30-°s). But such gener- 
alizations fail to capture the specific qualities of the citizen, to 
the definition of which he eventually addresses himself in 
book 3 (1274°31-1278°5, esp. 1275°18-20): ‘He [not she] who 
has the power to take part in the deliberative and judicial 
administration of a state is said by us [the phronimoi] to be a 
citizen of that state.’ 

Yet even this definition does not entirely satisfy Aristotle. 
Theoretically, it would do for all citizens of all states, but 
pragmatically speaking ‘it is best adapted to the citizen of a 
democracy’ (1275°4-5). Only under a democratic constitution, 
that is to say, are citizens in fact treated more or less equally, 
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and only there do they genuinely rule each other in turn both 
judicially and deliberatively. For Aristotle, however, that 
was not in itself a commendation, since his own oligarchic or 
aristocratic preference was for a more restrictive definition, 
one that would have excluded from the citizenship of his ideal 
state not only manual craftsmen but also working farmers, = 
very people who constituted the majority of the citizen body o 
a real-life fourth-century Greek democracy. Why, then, did he 
wish to exclude the banausoi and the gedrgoi? Because the 
nature of their work allegedly rendered their souls servile and 
slavish, whereas ‘political’ ruling was by definition something 
practised by, over, and for entirely free men (1277 3-7; 
1325°28-30). There was thus for Aristotle a mutually reinforcing 
implication between the citizen—alien and the free—slave 
polarities, a view which we shall re-examine in the context of 
his doctrine of natural slavery (Chapter 6). . . 
Put differently, on Aristotle’s largely representative view 
citizenship was a matter primarily of birth (genos), in two 
senses: first, it depended on a ‘natural’ condition of psukhe, 
which should be male, free, and Greek; and, secondly, it was a 
status transmissible by—and usually solely by—heredity. A 
state like democratic Athens that required double descent 
(citizen parentage on both sides) took this standard Greek 
view to its logical limits, adding for good measure the ideological 
glue of aboriginal autochthony (Chapter 2). Extraordinarily 
powerful and helpful foreigners, non-Greek as well as Greek, 
might exceptionally be granted Athenian citizenship, but the 
status normally accorded to free foreigners like Aristotle who 
chose to reside permanently at Athens was the status of metic 
(metoikos). That, however, was not in itself a privilege, 
but rather a strictly limited concession: for it excluded the 
possessor from landownership as well as political rights, it 
made him or her dependent on a citizen patron, and, not least, 
it required the payment of a poll tax. Since the latter necessitated 
registration of residence and so restriction on one’s freedom 
of movement, it not only was a financial burden but was 
apparently found no less degrading than the versions imposed 
in fourteenth-century or twentieth-century England. 
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Secondarily, citizenship was a matter of occupation—or 
freedom from certain productive occupations such as mining 
(reserved for slaves) or working in a mill (a punishment for 
disobedient slaves). But neither birth nor occupation precluded 
a role for education. If it had, there would have been no call 
for political theory of the Aristotelian type, whose principal 
objective was to devise institutions and practices conducive to 
civic virtue (Nicomachean Ethics 1099°31). Political theory, 
however, on its own was inadequate. The polis itself, too, by 
means of its laws had the function of educating its prospective 
and actual citizens in the appropriate virtuous behaviour. As 
the fifth-century epigrammatist Simonides of Keos put it, polis 
andra didaskei—‘the polis teaches a man [how to be a true 
citizen]’. The question therefore was what laws, what form of 
politeia (constitution), what education, should a polis have in 
order to produce good citizens. 


Stasis, not Stasis 


One answer, a negative one, was those laws, that constitution, 
and that education which pre-empted the occurrence of stasis, 
a word which in Classical Greek did not have its primary 
modern sense of ‘steady state’ but meant a divisive ‘standing 
apart’ of hostile political factions that at its most extreme took 
the form of outright civil war. Greek politics being what they 
were, an agonistic and zero-sum competition, such an extreme 
situation was all too often realized. Even in Athens, which was 
abnormally free from this scourge, the political assassination 
of Ephialtes in about 460 prompted a profoundly contemporary 
rejoinder from Aeschylus in his Eumenides of 458, and the 
oligarchic counter-revolutions of 411 and 404 had a lasting 
impact on Athenian civic practice and ideology. The different 
reactions to stasis of Aristotle, Thucydides, and Xenophon are 
singularly instructive. 

Aristotle’s classification of the citizenry of the (any) Greek 
city was, in the final analysis, both binary and polar. Stated 
thus baldly, such a dichotomous classification should occasion 
no surprise to readers of this book. But it deserves particular 
emphasis in light of Aristotle’s desperate wish for there to 
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have been a third term, a middling stratum of moderately 
disposed citizens who would hold the balance between the 
other two. However, attention to the empirical facts and 
intellectual honesty compelled him to admit that, even in those 
cities where the ‘in-between’ (mesoi) citizens were numerically 
significant, they did not in fact carry the necessary political 
weight to make a difference (below). 

Thus each and every politeuma was composed entirely or 
overwhelmingly of two mutually exclusive, opposed, and 
exhaustive groups, namely ‘the rich’ (plousioi) and ‘the poor’ 
(penétes). This was a quintessentially Aristotelian analysis: it 
was based on ta phainomena and endoxa, according to which 
one’s economic status determined one’s political outlook and 
behaviour for the most part, other things being equal, but was 
given ‘scientific’ precision and explanatory force. Thus the 
rich, who were few (oligoi), tended to strive to establish 
Or maintain some form of oligarchic (literally, ‘the rule of 
the few’) constitution, whereas the poor, who were many, 
countered by struggling for democracy (literally, ‘the sovereign 
power of the démos’ or ‘people’). Aristotle, however, was not 
satisfied with a merely numerical distinction. The difference in 
number between the (few) rich and the (many) poor was for 
him contingent and accidental. What distinguished oligarchy 
and democracy essentially was real and perceived economic 
interest. Even if the rich happened (per impossibile) to be in 
the majority, their preferred constitution would still be an 
oligarchy, since oligarchy was essentially the rule of, by, 
and for the rich—and vice versa for the poor and democracy 
(1290*40-°3, 17-20). 

At one point, however, Aristotle did concede that the rich- 
poor dichotomy might be too simplistic, for between the (super) 
rich and the (very) poor there were citizens of ‘middling’ 
(mesoi) economic status and correspondingly ‘moderate’ 
(metrioi) views. Indeed, his own advocacy of a ‘mixed’ form 
of constitution, which he rather confusingly labelled politeia 
(‘polity’), was actually based on the notion that these mesoi 
would hold the balance of power (1294*30ff.). But, however 
desirable they might be in theory, in practice they were never 
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a sufficiently large or homogeneous component to act as 
a balancing force between the two great classes of citizens. 
Hence book 5 of the Politics, in which Aristotle prescribed 
various other ways of pre-empting stasis. But the practicability 
of these schemes too was severely limited, as he himself 
silently admitted by devoting the last two Books to constructing 
a rather halfhearted paper utopia. 

By 338, in fact, stasis had become so endemic and destabilizing 
in Greece that Philip of Macedon sought to outlaw it under the 
terms of his League of Corinth. Herodotus would surely have 
been surprised at this, although stasis was in itself nothing new 
to him (e.g. 5. 30; cf. 8. 3. 3). Thucydides, on the other hand, 
would not have been surprised at all. Indeed, he had both 
described and unforgettably analysed the phenomenon as a 
defining feature of his Peloponnesian War. The civil war of 
427 between oligarchs and democrats in Kerkyra (modern 
Corfu) was, he wrote, the first major outbreak, but later on 
stasis ‘convulsed practically the whole of the Greek world’ (3. 
82. 1). For ‘convulsed’ here he used the verb from which was 
derived the noun kinésis, ‘movement’ or ‘upheaval’, and in 
his preface he had characterized the Peloponnesian War as 
precisely ‘the greatest kinésis hitherto known both for the 
Greeks and for a portion of the non-Greeks, and one might 
almost say for the whole of mankind’ (1. 1. 2). 

Thucydides’ account of the Kerkyra civil war is a classic in 
the full sense, giving further substance to his boast that his 
work was written as ‘a possession for ever’. What sticks in the 
memory, above all, is his pungent analysis of the relationship 
of words and deeds. To correspond to the unprecedented 
enormity of the horrendous acts of deceit and violence, words 
too had to be transvalued, sometimes being applied in the 
exactly opposite sense to their normal usage. For example, an 
action that normally would have been ranked as the depth of 
cowardice (deilia) was now called the height of bravery 
(andreia). Words, that is to say, did not change their meanings 
so much as their reference, and in such a world there was no 
place for reason (logos means ‘reason’ as well as ‘word’ or 
‘speech’) as conventionally understood. That too is presumably 
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why Thucydides found no place for logoi in the sense of 
‘speeches’ in either his narrative or his analysis of the Kerkyra 
stasis, or in his other extended treatment of this theme in book 
8 (45-98, describing the oligarchic counter-revolution of 411 
at Athens). For to Thucydides speech connoted a degree of 
(Thucydidean) rationality, and he simply could not bear to 
compose speeches consisting of nothing but passionate emotion. 

Compare and contrast the practice and theory of Xenophon 
in the Hellenica. For him the second bout of stasis at Athens, 
in 404-403, offered a golden opportunity not to be passed up 
to indulge his passion for moralizing judgements. His debate 
(between the oligarchs Kritias and Theramenes: 2. 3. 24-34, 
35-49) and his speeches (two by the moderate democrat 
Thrasyboulos: 2. 4. 13-17, 40-2; one by the herald of the 
Eleusinian Mysteries, Kleokritos: 2. 4. 20-2) are not about 
the pragmatics of politics, what Thucydides would have called 
ta deonta, but rather the ethics of loyalty and treachery, 
the private relationship of friendship and betrayal. What 
Xenophon approves are the forgetting of past injuries and the 
forgoing of vengeance or, if revenge be inescapable, the 
exaction of a limited vengeance compatible with the imperatives 
of religious piety. Piety, however, although in ‘normal’ cir- 
cumstances it may have been ‘one of the great unifying forces 
in any Greek community’ (Gray 1989: 101), had done nothing 
to prevent or moderate stasis at Athens in 411 and 404-403. 
Xenophon’s linkage of citizenship and piety was therefore 
ideological rather than analytical or explanatory, a nice 
measure of the difference and gulf between his historiography 
and that of Thucydides (see further Chapter 7). 


A Discourse of Civic Harmony 


The flipside of stasis, its polar opposite, was civic solidarity 
and harmony. If Aristotle’s Politics was importantly a response 
to the kinds of civil war described by Xenophon and Thucydides, 
the peculiarly Athenian genre of the epitaphios (sc. logos) or 
funeral speech was, by contrast, both a celebration of and 
an encouragement towards maintaining the unusual civic 
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harmony that characterized the Classical Athenian democracy. 
Unfortunately, we have only six surviving examples of the 
genre, one a pastiche (Plato’s Menexenos, attributed to 
‘Aspasia’), one a literary reworking (by Thucydides of Perikles 
original of 430), one a mere fragment (by Gorgias, who, along 
with Lysias, was not an Athenian citizen), and only two both 
composed and delivered by the same person (Demosthenes 
and Hypereides). But despite their diverse origins and present 
conditions, they constitute a remarkably homogeneous ‘corpus’. 
The Thucydidean epitaphios (2. 35-46) may thus serve as a 
surrogate for them all, making due allowance for Thucydides 
personal contribution. . 

Two features deserve special emphasis from the point of 
view of the political. First, this is the Athenian civic discourse 
par excellence, even more so than tragedy, since it is directly 
and exclusively about Athenian citizens, past, present, and 
future, and their oikeioi. ‘Men are the polis’, said Thucydides’ 
Nikias in 413 following the major disaster at Syracuse, when 
many thousands of Athenian citizens were about to die (7. 77. 
7). It was precisely to celebrate and commemorate eternally 
such dead Athenians, citizens who had died on campaign for 
the polis, that the institution of the epitaphios had been 
originally devised (perhaps in about 460). For not only was it 
dulce et decorum pro patria mori, but death in battle or on 
campaign was the sweetest and most fitting, the best, sort of 
death for an Athenian citizen. According to Herodotus’ Solon 
(1. 30), notionally addressing Croesus of Lydia and citing the 
example of the otherwise unknown Athenian Tellos, human 
happiness consisted in just such a death. . l 

Thus the major civic lesson of Perikles’ epitaphios was, in 
nuce, that a man who had died bravely had done everything 
expected of him; and it was indeed expected of him, since 
etymologically manliness (the literal meaning of andreia) was 
equated with bravery, and bravery in battle on behalf of the 
polis was an essential component in the hierarchy of citizen 
values. Yet ‘Perikles’ was at pains to stress also that these 
were values that the Athenian citizen had freely chosen—no 
oriental slavery for Athenian citizens. ‘The fine death is the 
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model of a civic choice that is both free and determined’ 
(Loraux 1986a: 104). 

But Perikles’ epitaphios was political in a second, narrower 
sense as well. It was a specifically democratic discourse, and 
thus both implicitly and explicitly contrasted Athens’s ‘rule 
of all by all, freely and openly’ with the governance of 
heteronomous and authoritarian Sparta. The passion and 
conviction with which Thucydides makes his Perikles laud 
Athens’s democratic institutions and culture (‘an education for 
all Hellas’) has sometimes been misinterpreted as an expression 
of Thucydides’ own feelings towards the radical Athenian 
democracy under which he grew up. Closer attention to the 
surprisingly aristocratic features of the epitaphios, coupled 
with Thucydides’ own explicitly hostile judgements on democ- 
racy in both theory and Practice (2. 65. 7, 9; 8. 97. 2), rule such 
a reading out of court. Thucydides was no ideological democrat, 
nor can his historiography in general be called in any useful 
sense democratic (pace Farrar 1988). 

Rather, the context in which the speech was delivered—a col- 
lective state funeral for Athens’s war dead in the Kerameikos 
cemetery located at the very heart of the city—demanded an 
ideological construction that was fully in harmony with the city’s 
democratic politeia. But, as is often—perhaps necessarily—the 
case with ideologies, what it left out, what it did not say, was 
as important as what it included. Two major exclusions were 
de rigueur. First, metics. Although by definition not citizens, 
those resident aliens who were male, of military age, and 
could afford to equip themselves as heavy-armed infantrymen 
were required to fight for Athens as hoplites. Such metic 
hoplites were, we know from Thucydides’ narrative, recruited 
to the standards in large numbers at the beginning of the 
Peloponnesian War and suffered casualties; and since Xenophon 
in a pamphlet on revenues (Poroi 2. 3) refers to ‘Lydians, 
Phrygians, Syrians, and barbarians of all sorts’ among the 
metic hoplites, some of them at least in the mid-fourth century 
were freed slaves. Yet of their very existence Thucydides’ 
Perikles breathes not a word. They, along with the men and 
women kept in slavery, constituted the Other within. 
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Secondly, the democratic politeia of Athens, notoriously 
(as it may now seem to us), excluded women formally and 
publicly from all but a religious role and function; and their 
exclusion constituted a problem. The one massively jarring 
note in the Periklean epitaphios was struck near its end, by the 
seemingly reluctant and grudging reference to ‘the virtue of 
the women who will now be widows’ (2. 45. 2). Institutionally, 
as we have seen (Chapter 4), the problem arose from the male 
Athenian citizens’ preoccupation with legitimacy of descent 
and inheritance, a legitimacy that had to be conferred by 
Athenian women no less than by themselves. Ideologically, 
however, it stemmed above all from the universal Greek 
construction of male-female difference by analogy with the 
free—slave polarity—or so I shall argue in the next chapter. 


6 


Of Inhuman Bondage 


Free v. Slave 


This is all contrary to reason, in conflict both with itself 
and with common sense, like Simonides’ ‘long story’, the 
sort that slaves tell when they have no sound excuse to 
offer. 

(Aristotle, Metaphysics 10915) 


How can I love Mount Vernon 
with its green alleys and its river perspective 
and its slave quarters? 


(from Marge Piercy, ‘Contribution to 
Our Museum’) 


Slavery Begins at Home 


Periodically, the position and condition of female domestic 
‘staff’ of Filipino origin working in London surface in the 
British national press, usually in connection with some parti- 
cularly lurid court case. Properly classified as ‘slaves’, these 
women have also been referred to as ‘second-class citizens’, 
wrongly, since they are not citizens of the United Kingdom in 
any sense. The Classical Greeks would not have made that 
mistake. For them, ‘slave’ was by extension the antithesis of 
‘citizen’, since a Greek citizen was by definition free (if some- 
times, very exceptionally, of servile origin). On the other hand, 
given that the Filipino slaves are foreign women, the Greeks 
would not have found their status entirely odd. For most of 
the non-Greek women who were domiciled in Classical Greek 
lands were slaves. Indeed, as we shall see, Greek women too 
might be literally enslaved in Greece: and even if they escaped 
that fate, they typically suffered the next greatest indignity of 
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being categorically lumped together with or assimilated to 
slaves in the male supremacist thinking of free Greek citizens. 

We shall return in due course to the ways in which slaves 
were used, and what their rights were, in Classical Greece. 
But the Filipino women of London also raise an important 
issue of moral principle and historical method. For they provide 
a tart reminder that, despite the undoubted successes of William 
Wilberforce and the Anti-Slavery Society he helped to found a 
century and a half ago, slavery still ‘flourishes’ today. In fact, 
there are estimated to be some 3,000 slaves in Britain (mostly 
belonging to the economically and sexually exploited type of 
the Filipino domestic staff); and in the world as a whole there 
are thought to be more slaves of one sort or another than 
there were when Wilberforce was performing his good works. 
Should we, or can we, be morally neutral on this? That is 
surely impossible. But can we, or should we, remain neutral 
on the fact of slavery in Classical Greece? That is a far more 
contentious issue, at any rate for those of us who still wish to 
attribute considerable vitality to the Greek legacy. For if we 
believe that Greek civilization was in some sense based on 
slavery—rather than merely acknowledging that Greek societies 
contained slaves—we shall surely require some remarkably 
potent antidote to slavery’s poison, some extremely powerful 
toxin to kill the worm in the Greek miracle’s bud. 

Just such an antidote has been suggested by the Harvard 
historical sociologist Orlando Patterson, himself a Black West 
Indian and thus a product of that British enslavement which 
Wilberforce eventually abolished. No one has done more than 
Patterson to define cross-culturally the essence of the slave’s 
condition, which he classifies as ‘social death’ (Patterson 1982). 
The slave, that is, suffers both natal alienation, having been 
forcibly ripped from his or her original ties of kin and com- 
munity, and permanent estrangement in the alien society into 
which he or she has been forcibly transplanted as a non- 
assimilable outsider. Although—or rather because—not phys- 
ically killed at the point of enslavement, the slave must pay 
for survival indefinitely with a symbolic, living death. Yet, 
rather as the biblical honey flowed from the carcass of a lion, 
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so, Patterson argues in his recent history of freedom (1991), 
out of slavery there was born among the ancient Greeks the 
western world’s most cherished value of freedom—personal, 
sovereignal, and civic. The relation between the two, he further 
contends, was a causal one, and, moreover, he believes there 
is an unbroken continuity in the transmission of the value of 
freedom from the Greeks to us. Hence for him both freedom 
and slavery, inseparably joined like siamese twins, together 
constitute a central part of the Greek legacy and the Western 
cultural tradition. l 

This is in a way a comforting message. However, not only is 
it strictly indemonstrable but it may also obscure the precise 
role and force of slavery in Classical Greek mentality. I prefer 
therefore to recall how one item in the Greeks’ slave-holding 
legacy was invoked to justify the enslavement of Indians during 
the Spanish conquest of America. That item was Aristotle’s 
doctrine of ‘natural’ slavery. Whether or not Aristotle would 
have approved of this practical application of his doctrine is of 
course unknowable, but I shall suggest that on his own terms 
he would have been hard put to it to assert that it was at all 
legitimate. 


Ideology or Philosophy? 


One Roman definition of the slave was instrumentum vocale, a 
tool with a voice. A telling definition, from one point of view, 
since it codifies the dehumanization or depersonalization that 
is central to the master-slave relationship; but an ironical 
one, too, in that the slaves of the ancient Greek and Roman 
world—unlike those of the American Old South—are for us 
unutterably silent. Hardly a single original word written by an 
ancient slave while in servitude has come down to us. This is a 
horrible and tragic fact, given the many hundreds of thousands 
of slaves that existed at all periods of classical antiquity. 
However, as with the silence of ancient women (see Chapter 
4), this under-representation of slaves in their own write Is less 
of an obstacle for us than it might be for someone attempting 
to write an economic or social history of the Classical Greeks. 
For what we are concerned with is the ideology of slavery, the 
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way in which slaves and slavery were represented by, for, and 
to the literate, slave-holding element of the Greek citizen 
estate. 

A prize specimen of such representation is Aristotle’s 
doctrine of natural slavery, but since this appears within the 
framework of what is formally a work of political theory, the 
Politics, 1 shall keep open for the time being the question 
whether the doctrine should be classed properly as philosophy 
(within the framework, of course, of Aristotle’s own philoso- 
phical system) or rather as ideology, that is a doctrine con- 
sciously or unconsciously overdetermined by social rather than 
philosophical imperatives. 

The doctrine might at first sight appear to be Aristotle’s 
response to what David Brion Davis (1988: 62) has called ‘the 
inherent contradiction of slavery’. This consists, Davis averred, 
‘not in its cruelty or economic exploitation, but in the under- 
lying conception of man as a conveyable possession with no 
more autonomy of will and consciousness than a domestic 
animal’—an instrumentum vocale, in other words. Simone Weil 
was making a somewhat similar point when she spoke of the 
‘logical contradiction’ in slave-holding between the conception 
of a person both as a human being and as a thing, adding 
Savagely that ‘what is impossible in logic becomes true in life 
and the contradiction lodged within the soul tears it to shreds’ 
(Weil 1986: 188). However, although Aristotle too defined the 
slave as a ‘tool’ (organon) and a ‘possession’ (ktéma), he 
nevertheless did not deny that the slave as well as the slave- 
holder possessed a ‘soul’ (psukhé). Indeed, he defined the 
‘natural’ slave as precisely an ‘animate’ or ‘ensouled’ (em- 
psukhon) tool or possession. What was it, then, about the 
‘natural’ slave’s nature that made him or her for Aristotle a 
slave by nature rather than by mere social (especially legal) 
convention? 

The doctrine is hard to summarize accurately, partly because 
the Politics is not a polished literary production for a wide 
general readership but rather a set of compressed lecture-notes 
for his immediate pupils which he would have elaborated at 
greater length in face-to-face discussion. But it requires more 
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than usually close attention for two main reasons. First, it was 
Aristotle’s announced method to proceed from that which 
seemed to be the case or to be admirable in the eyes of 
prudent, practically wise Greeks, that is, from received opinions 
that he considered to be reputable on matters not susceptible 
to codification or analysis in terms of mathematical formulae. 
If, therefore, Aristotle’s doctrine of natural slavery was a refined 
version of such reputable, practical wisdom on slavery, through 
it we are gaining access to something approaching the standard 
view of the supposedly rational Greek Slave-holder on the 
nature and justification of Slavery. Secondly, and relatedly, 
although slaves were everywhere in Greek society, not least at 
Athens, it is a separate question whether that society should 
be held to have been based on slavery: without the slaves, 
would Classical Greek civilization have been inevitably and 
incomparably different? Aristotle’s iron commitment to the 
natural necessity of slaves for the living of the good life in the 
polis by non-slaves may help us answer that vital question. 
The initial postulate, that the good life for mankind can be 
lived only within the framework of the polis, is crucial for 
Aristotle. Opposed as he was almost temperamentally to all 
merely conventionalist theses, he had little difficulty persuading 
himself that the polis was a natural organism. It was within 
and for this ideal ‘commonwealth’ (koin6nia) for political man 
that slavery existed and had to exist. But how were the 
appropriately ‘natural’ slaves to be identified? Following the 
lead of his mentor Plato, he identified them on broadly 
intellectual grounds, by reason of their lack of the normative 
kind of intelligence that marked out the truly free, civic human 
being. The psukhé of a natural Slave, that is, was for Aristotle 
irremediably deficient in the ratiocinative element or Capacity. 
Here, briefly, is the supposed demonstration (the key passage 
is Politics 1253°—1255°30). Aristotle begins at the level of the 
oikos, the lowest common denominator or minimal constituent 
of the organic association that is the polis. Each and every 
oikos, he asserts, is composed broadly of two mutually exclusive 
categories of people, free and slave. But that binary analysis in 
fact masks three paired subcategories of members: master and 
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slave, husband and wife, father and children. The reason for 
Aristotle’s choice of these three and not others (e.g. mistress 
and slaves, or mother and children) is that he is thinking in 
practical terms of household-management (oikonomia, not to 
be confused with our ‘economy’) and therefore in terms of 
different kinds of hierarchical rule. After mentioning only to 
dismiss a rival hypothesis that the acquisition of goods through 
commercial exchange is the whole or the most important part 
of oikonomia, Aristotle proceeds to analyse ‘mastership’, the 
rule of a master over slaves, from both a practical and a purely 
theoretical standpoint. 

Again, he begins by mentioning rival views that he will 
either explicitly or implicitly reject. Most importantly, he takes 
pains to reject explicitly the view that holding another as a 
slave is contrary to nature, a matter of mere nomos (artificial 
and arbitrary convention), since by nature the free person and 
the slave are identical, and slaveholding, because it is based on 
force, is morally unjust. Clearly Aristotle, who had devoted 
book 5 of the Nicomachean Ethics to defining justice, could 
not accept that his ‘natural’ polis, of which masters and slaves 
were ‘natural’ and necessary parts, was by virtue of that very 
fact unjust. Hence his ensuing, seven-step argument in favour 
of his doctrine of natural slavery. 

The first step is to assert that property and the art of acquiring 
it are necessary parts of houshold-management, since both 
mere existence and the good life for mankind depend on the 
availability of necessary material goods. The next is to assert 
that the man skilled in household-management needs tools to 
perform the necessary work on his property. Thirdly, Aristotle 
asserts that such tools may be either inanimate or animate, 
literally without or with a psukhé. Fourthly, an article of pro- 
perty is a tool designed with a view to making life possible, 
and property in general is a mass of such tools, so slaves qua 
tools are animate articles of property. Fifthly, Aristotle dis- 
tinguishes between making and doing: some tools, such as 
shuttles, are instruments of production (poiésis), whereas others 
are instruments of action (praxis)—that is, they enable their 
possessing user to behave in a certain way. Slaves, Aristotle 
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asserts, are such (qualitative) instruments of action, rather 
than (quantitative) instruments of production. The sixth step 1s 
to assert that an article of property is like a part of a whole. 
The slave, considered as an article of property, is therefore a 
part of the master, inasmuch as the slave belongs to and is 
wholly owned by the latter. The seventh and final step Is to 
assert that such a slave is a slave by nature, in that the oikos to 
which the slave belongs and mastership (despotikē) are them- 
selves natural phenomena, and the slave serves the master to 
whom the slave belongs by nature as an instrument of praxis. 
But if that is what a natural slave is in theory, the question 
remains whether any in actual fact exist. Sliding from objective 
to subjective classification, that is, to classification by the slave s 
individual nature, Aristotle asks first if anyone exists who is by 
nature of this (servile) kind. Next, he asks whether It is ‘better 
and just’ for anyone to be a slave—or is it rather the case, as 
some of his opponents have alleged, that all slavery 1s contrary 
to nature? Happily, for Aristotle, there is no doubt of the right 
answer to these questions, in both theory and practice. For 
some things, he claims, are marked out at birth to be ruled, 
others to rule, and of these two polarized types of things there 
are (he digresses) many varieties. But before he specifies 
precisely what it is in virtue of which the ‘natural slave is 
marked out at birth to be ruled, he prepares the ground with a 
disquisition on the best natural condition of psukhé in man. 
Just as the household can be analysed as a set of polarized 
and hierarchically ordered pairings, so in every living creature 
(zdon) a basic bipartite and hierarchical distinction may be 
drawn between their psukheé (soul, mind, intellect) and body. 
In man the best natural condition obtains when the best psukhé 
rules the best body, as a master rules a slave; and a human 
psukhé is in the best natural condition when the nous, the part 
of it that contains reason (logos), rules over the appetitive and 
emotional parts, precisely as citizens or kings rule respectively 
their fellow citizens and subjects. On the other hand, a situation 
of mutual and equal rule between nous—logos and appetite- 
emotion is harmful in all cases; a fortiori, it is harmful when 
the nous—logos is actually ruled by appetite—emotion. 
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To reinforce this analysis of the ideal soul—body and intra- 
soul relationship and condition, Aristotle proceeds again by 
analogy. The rule of the psukhé over the body, and of the 
reasoning part of psukhé over the appetitive and emotional 
parts, is analogous to the rule of humans over animals and of 
male humans over females, since humans and male humans 
respectively are relevantly superior by nature and therefore 
ought to rule—for the benefit of the ruled. With the ground 
thus elaborately prepared, if also unevenly and slipperily (note 
especially the prior introduction of the master-slave relation 
as a comparandum for the soul—body relation), Aristotle can 
at last (1254°22—3) reveal what it is about the natural slave, 
apart from the natural relationship to the master, that makes 
him or her naturally slavish. It is that, although the natural 
slave has a share in reason, it is only a partial share: though 
sufficient to enable the slave to recognize that the master’s 
superior reason ought to be obeyed, it is completely incapable 
of independent reasoning on its own behalf. 

Nor, Aristotle adds for good measure, is the natural slave’s 
inferiority confined to the psukhé. It is an inferiority of body 
too. For the posture of the natural slave is less erect than 
that of the natural master, so that the former is better suited 
to performing tasks involving stooping (manual crafts and 
agriculture), whereas the latter was intended by nature to 
practise the politikos bios, the life of a Greek citizen or actively 
political member of a polis in both war and peace. This latter 
is, to say the least, a weak, indeed a broken-backed, supporting 
argument. But the reason why Aristotle adduces it now 
emerges: whereas it is not so simple to identify securely the 
nature of a person’s psukhé, his or her posture is immediately 
and irrefutably apparent; and as the contemporary Aristotelian 
tract entitled Physiognomics (806°7—8) puts it (though this 
work associates upright posture with masculinity rather than 
freedom), ‘permanent bodily signs will indicate permanent 
mental qualities’. However, even as he adduces it, Aristotle 
himself exposes its weakness. ‘Very often’, he confesses, ‘the 
exact opposite is the case.’ ‘Natural’ free men, that is to say, 
stoop and so have (ser)vile bodies. 
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That, moreover, is not the only problem that Aristotle, 
honestly, envisages for his natural slavery doctrine. The very 
terms ‘to be a slave’ and ‘slave’ are, he admits, ambiguous, 
since—a major concession to his conventionalist opponents— 
‘there is such a thing as a slave by nomos alone’. By that he 
means to refer to war-captives who, even when not slaves by 
nature, are slaves both de facto and de iure (that is, by right of 
conquest). But Aristotle is careful not to concede any more 
than this: certainly he would not countenance the extension of 
the conventionalist thesis to embrace all servitude, without 
regard to the inner psychic nature of the slaves in question. In 
any case—and here Aristotle moves triumphantly to the con- 
clusion of his argument—even those who assert that war- 
captives are justly slaves in accordance with nomos do not in 
any event mean to refer to Greek war-slaves, but only to 
barbarians. How much better therefore it would be if these 
opponents of his would only accept the doctrine of natural 
slavery in all its rigour. For the latter is entirely consonant 
with their view of the justice of enslaving barbarians, inasmuch 
as for natural slaves it is both just and expedient to serve as 
slaves of a master to whom they belong. Indeed, between such 
natural slaves and masters there can even exist a limited and 
conditional kind of instrumental friendship (cf. Nicomachean 
Ethics 1161*35-°5). 


Aristotelian Meanness 


Aristotle’s doctrine, then, hardly constitutes a philosophically 
adequate demonstration of the naturalness of slavery, either in 
general terms or in the specific context of the Greek polis. It is 
both ethically retrograde, in comparison to the views of those 
unnamed opponents who rightly condemned all slavery as based 
on force and therefore morally wrong, and flawed by its 
unexamined presuppositions. The question naturally arises, 
therefore, as to why the giant thinker, the founder of western 
philosophical logic, should have been on such bad form here. 
Why was Aristotle so committed to the conclusion that slavery 
was just and justified, that he made such a hash of the argu- 
mentative premisses? 
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Two factors, I suggest, overwhelmed his normal moral and 
intellectual integrity. First, slavery was so embedded in the 
phainomena and the endoxa, so much a part of the air that the 
Greeks breathed (as it had been since time immemorial, or at 
least since Homer), that apparently not even Aristotle’s com- 
paratively enlightened opponents took the step of calling for 
its abolition: ‘everyone was agreed that the institution must be 
preserved’ (Finley 1980: 121-2). Secondly, Aristotle’s gloss on 
the ordinary free Greek’s view of slavery could be woven 
seamlessly into his anti-conventionalist, teleological view of 
the good life for mankind within the polis. For, aside from 
purely notional automation, he could imagine no alternative to 
slavery as a means of providing the privileged Greek citizens 
with the necessary leisure (skholé) for their praxis of politics 
and philosophical contemplation. ‘No leisure for slaves’ went 
the adage (quoted by Aristotle at Politics 133420-1), since it 
was they, rather, who provided the citizens with theirs. 

These two reasons received massive reinforcement from an 
easily observable fact of Greek social life. Most of the many 
thousands of people held in slavery throughout the Greek 
world in the third quarter of the fourth century were of barbarian 
origin (genos). As we have seen (Chapter 3), the stereotype of 
barbarian natural inferiority was well established already by 
c.450 at the latest, thanks largely to the Greek victory over 
the Persians in 480-479. In so far, therefore, as Greekness 
was identified with freedom—spiritual and social as well as 
political—and slavery was equated with being barbarian, Greek 
civilization, culture, and mentality could be said to have been 
based, ideologically, on slavery. That dismal conclusion was 
what Aristotle in his convolutedly philosophical way was in 
effect acknowledging. 

Arguably, however, Aristotle’s doctrine of natural slavery 
was both doing and was intended to do more than merely 
underpin the existing status quo in Greece. Consistently enough, 
when Aristotle came to sketch his own version of a perfectly 
ideal state at the end of the Politics, he advocated that the 
workforce of primary agricultural and manufacturing producers 
should consist of barbarian slaves, people whom he labelled 
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perioikot (‘dwellers round about’) to indicate their Wor 
marginal political and social status. But that idea or idea ai 
not destined to remain confined to the realm of pure theoretica 

speculation within the Lyceum thinktank. For E 
immediately succeeding the compilation of the re i : 
mid-330s, his former pupil Alexander the Great of Macedo 

effected the conquest of much of the Middle East, a cru- 
cial part of which process was the establishment of new 
Greek cities with labour forces consisting precisely of barbarian 
perioikoi Or slaves. Again, as we have seen, in a later T 
of imperialist expansion the Spanish conquistadores of the 
Americas invoked Aristotelian doctrine to justify their enslave- 
ment of the Indian populations. But whereas it would of course 
be unfair to pin the blame for that on Aristotle, his RA 
sibility for the geographical extension of servitude during s 
post-Classical Hellenistic era is not so easily denied or ignored. 


Between Free Men and Slaves 


Take away the barbarian slaves, and one would have scant 
with a very different Classical Greek world, not only res y 
but mentally and even spiritually. Just how different ie ene 
apparent shortly, after looking at the uses to which slaves eae 
put in the Greek world and at the wide metaphorical extens 
of ‘slavish’ as an opprobrious epithet. But betore leaving 
the theoretical, definitional discussion of the free v. ii 
antithesis, I wish to consider first the post-Aristotelian pem a 
‘between free men and slaves’, which both demonstrates t at 
the antithesis of free and slave was not in either strict logic or 
sociological fact a polar antithesis and reflects the increasing 
sophistication of ancient Greek historiography of ae . 
The formula is preserved in a second-century CE ee 
(Pollux Onomastikon 3. 83) but probably goes back to t : 
third-century BCE literary critic Aristophanes: of rari 
‘Between free men and slaves are the Lakonian Helots, he 
Thessalian Penestai, the Mariandynian Dorophoro!, the aee 
Gymnetes, and the Sikyonian Korynephorot. This mne 
is neither juridically precise nor entirely factually aap ; 
but the important thing is that, unlike the normative inary 
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classification, it does recognize different degrees and kinds of 
unfreedom. The various groups of douloi in the Greek world 
had acquired their status in different ways and were held as 
slaves on different legal and social terms. Some were Greek, 
most were barbarians, some were collectively enslaved, others 
individually, some had more privileges than others, more 
‘elements of freedom’ in their lives, and so forth. Moreover, 
according to this formula, free and slave were being viewed as 
if they lay along a single continuum of social status, rather 
than as two mutually exclusive and hierarchically superposed 
categories. The formula implied, in other words, a ‘spectrum 
of status with the free citizen at one end and the [chattel] slave 
at the other and with a considerable number of shades of 
dependence in between’ (Finley 19817: 98). Such a conception, 
] suggest, could not have been entertained widely, let alone 
normatively, before the Hellenistic period, when the powers 
and prerogatives of the independent Greek polis were so 
circumscribed that the free Greek citizen had lost his place of 
honour in the imagination of Greek political philosophers and 
commentators. 

Of the groups mentioned by Pollux, by far the best known, 
and historically the most significant, were the Helots of Sparta. 
However precisely one ought to classify them, they alone could 
have earned the dubious accolade they received in 421 BCE of 
being included explicitly in the terms of the treaty of alliance 
sworn between Athens and Sparta after the first, ten-year phase 
of the great Peloponnesian War: ‘if the slave class (douleia) 
should revolt, the Athenians are to come to the aid of the 
Spartans with all their strength to the limit of their ability’ 
(Thucydides 5. 23. 3). Only the Helots could have been regarded 
as a collective threat in this way, and the absence of a reciprocal 
clause binding the Spartans to aid the Athenians in the event 
of revolt by their douloi speaks worlds for the unbridgeable 
gulf between the Helots—Greek, ethnically homogeneous, 
collectively owned, self-reproducing, having limited family and 
property rights—and the heterogeneously multinational (mainly 
barbarian), individually owned chattel slaves held in Attica. 

Fifty years later, however, in the wake of Sparta’s defeat by 
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the Theban-led alliance at Leuktra in Boiotia, the Helots of 
Messenia, the majority population, did revolt (again) from 
Sparta and did so successfully and permanently. Such was the 
impact of this mass liberation of a long enslaved portion of 
Greek humanity that one contemporary Sophist was moved to 
the proto-abolitionist assertion that ‘God has made no man 
a slave’ (Alkidamas, quoted by an ancient commentator on 
Aristotle Rhetoric 1373°). 


Greek Historiography of Servitude 


About thirty years further on, the Messenians’ revolt had 
a second, no less memorable intellectual fallout, when the 
dyspeptic historian Theopompos of Khios (Fragmente der 
Griechischen Historiker, ed. F. Jacoby, 115 F 122) became 
the first writer on record to offer a historical account of the 
qualitative distinction between what we call ‘chattel slavery’ 
(esclavage marchandise) and other forms of unfreedom, includ- 
ing what some of us would be prepared to call serfdom. 
According to Theopompos, his own Khiot ancestors had been 
the first Greeks to buy slaves individually on the market, the 
standard Classical mode of acquisition, whereas previously 
Greeks had acquired them collectively, internally and by mili- 
tary conquest. Whatever the empirical basis for this partly 
patriotic claim, it was no accident that the distinction was 
drawn at the same time as Alexander was renewing an older 
Greek form of slave-procurement by conquering and enslaving 
the native peoples of the Middle East. 

Hitherto the mere fact of slavery had not interested Greek 
historians; indeed, as we have seen, the naturalness of slavery 
by dint of timeless historical precedent had occluded the drawing 
of crucial distinctions. Instead, what did interest them was 
unusual modes of acquiring slaves, unusually large concentra- 
tions of them, and the unusual behaviour or treatment of 
slaves. For example, an episode such as the abortive conspiracy 
of Kinadon at Sparta in about 400 captured their imagination 
because it presented the highly exceptional spectacle of would- 
be collaboration between free and slave on a political stage. 
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Aristotle cited the Kinadon episode exempli gratia to illustrate 
how stasis might arise within an ‘aristocratic’ form of political 
organization ‘when a man of high spirit, like Kinadon the 
leader of the conspiracy against the Spartan peers in the 
reign of King Agesilaos, is debarred from honours and office’ 
(Politics 1306°33-6). But his knowledge of the episode, like 
ours, comes from Xenophon’s remarkably full narrative account 
(Hellenica 3. 3. 4-11), which he in turn had very likely based 
on information from his patron and friend Agesilaos himself. 
Like Aristotle, Xenophon is far more interested in the ‘Inferior’ 
(i.e. degraded ex-citizen) Kinadon than in the rest of his alleged 
associates and prospective supporters, and he does not single 
out the Helots for special emphasis. But he does include 
them, along with the members of the ‘Inferior’, Perioikoi and 
Neodamodeis (ex-Helot), categories, as desiring Homerically 
to ‘eat the Spartiates even raw’. In the event the conspiracy 
was successfully aborted by the Spartans’ efficient counter- 
insurgency regime, but merely to sketch the possibility of such 
a combination of sub-citizen categories for revolutionary pur- 
poses was an adequate means of illustrating the peculiarity of 
the Spartan polity by comparison with, above all, Athens. 

Equally, in his other two references to non-chattel slaves in 
the Hellenica Xenophon is not interested in them for their own 
sake but for the light they shed indirectly on his principal 
objects of concern. The first involves the Penestai of Thessaly 
one of those groups classed as ‘between free men and slaves’ by 
Pollux (above). According to the speech written by Xenophon 
for Theramenes in his life-and-death struggle with Kritias in 
404, Kritias after the overthrow of the extreme oligarchic regime 
of the Four Hundred at Athens in 411 had spent part of his 
exile in Thessaly, supplying arms to the Penestai with a view to 
establishing democracy there (Hellenica 2. 3. 36). The idea of 
the oligarch Kritias attempting to foment democratic revolution 
through servile insurrection is so fantastic that the allegation 
must surely be true. Whatever his motives may have been, the 
sociologically significant point is that only such slaves as the 
Penestai, who like the Helots were Greeks and enjoyed certain 
privileges denied to barbarian chattel slaves, could possibly 
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have been considered suitable for undertaking political activity 
of this sort. 

The other relevant reference in Xenophon concerns those 
whom Pollux calls the Korynephoroi (‘Club-bearers’) but who 
more accurately were known as the Katonakophoroi (‘Rough 
Cloak-wearers’). In the 360s one Euphron succeeded in making 
himself tyrant of Sikyon. To Xenophon the man was an out- 
and-out villain. Not only did he betray Sparta but he practised 
a democratic form of dictatorship. It was therefore only fair 
that he should have been assassinated (in Thebes). But in 
order to persuade his readers of the justice of Euphron’s fate, 
Xenophon composed a long speech of self-exculpation for the 
assassins, which included the following charge: whereas he put 
to death and confiscated the real property of the Sikyonian 
upper classes, ‘he not only freed slaves but he actually made 
them citizens’ of Sikyon (Hellenica 7. 3- 8). Euphron was not 
the first Greek tyrant to liberate serf-like unfree people and 
make them citizens: in that he had been anticipated by 
Dionysios I of Syracuse (405-367 BCE). But Euphron was the 
first to liberate and enfranchise Greeks belonging to this 
intermediate category of servitude (the liberated Helots called 
Neodamodeis were not given the political rights of Spartan 
citizenship), and the first to do so in the interests of promoting 
a broadly democratic form of government. In gratitude, 
therefore, Euphron’s own citizens ‘brought his body back 
[from Thebes to Sikyon] and buried it in the agora, and they 
worship him as a founder-hero of the city’ (Hellenica 7. 3- 12). 


Chattel Slaves in Battle 
Mass liberation of non-chattel serf-like people was rare enough 
in Classical Greece. Yet rarer, for the obvious reason that it 
trespassed on rights of private ownership, was the mass-libera- 
tion of chattel slaves who had been purchased on the open 
market. Nevertheless, it did occasionally occur, most famously 
in 406, in the dying phase of the great Peloponnesian War. 
Athens’s empire and international power more generally 
had rested since the 470s on her fleet of trireme warships. 
Financed partly by a tax on super-rich Athenian citizens, partly 
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from the revenues of the state-owned silver-mines at Laureion 
(a ‘treasure of the earth’, as Aeschylus called them), but more 
especially from the burdens of tribute and other imposts placed 
upon Athens’s subject-allies in the so-called Delian League, 
the Athenian fleet ruled the Aegean waves virtually unchecked 
before 413. In that year, however, the Athenian expedition to 
Sicily was finally defeated with a huge loss of both manpower 
and naval matériel. The Spartans, aided by Persian subsidy, 
could at last begin to mount a serious challenge to Athenian 
supremacy at sea, and in 407, under the admiralship of Lysander, 
the Spartan alliance finally won a significant naval victory at 
Notion. 

The Athenians’ response was typical. Absolutely every avail- 
able human and material resource was thrown into defending 
what remained of their empire and revenging themselves on 
landlubbing, medizing Sparta. The extremity of the situation 
as perceived by the Athenians is attested above all by the 
decision of the Assembly to tap slave manpower for service in 
the fleet. There was nothing new in an Athenian fleet including 
non-Athenian-citizen rowers. In fact, the fleet had often 
depended for its full complement of rowers on the hiring of 
foreign mercenaries, simply because of the numbers required 
(a large fleet of 200 ships needed 40,000 men, roughly the size 
of the entire Athenian citizen-body in the third quarter of the 
fifth century). But these extra hands had hitherto been drawn 
from free Greek citizen stock, mainly citizens of the states 
allied to Athens. It would therefore have been a major breach 
of principle for the Athenians—unlike the Romans, whose 
galleys were regularly propelled by convict and slave crews—to 
recruit slave rowers. Hence the compromise adopted in 406 for 
the Battle of Arginousai: in Xenophon’s spare formulation the 
Athenians ‘put aboard these ships all those of military age, 
slave or free’ (Hellenica 1. 6. 24). From Aristophanes’ Frogs, 
however, staged early in 405, we learn rather more: those 
slaves who volunteered were granted not just their personal 
freedom (secured by purchasing them from their owners with 
state funds) but also Athenian citizenship—a collective passage 
from servitude to citizenship that was possibly unprecedented 
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(though it may have occurred for Marathon in 490) and certainly 
not repeated (in the 330s merely to propose such a thing 
rendered the proposer liable to the death penalty). Many of 
the new citizens of course lost their lives in the battle, as they 
knew they probably would, but the desired victory was never- 
theless achieved, if a Pyrrhic one. 

As at Athens in 406, so on Kerkyra in 427 the ruling demo- 
cratic regime offered freedom (though not also citizenship) 
to slaves to fight on its behalf. But whereas the Battle of 
Arginousai was an interstate conflict, on Kerkyra the slaves 
were being invited to participate in a civil war. What makes 
the situation so interesting is that, although the oligarchs made 
a matching offer of freedom, ‘the great majority of the slaves 
joined the democratic side’ (Thucydides 3. 73-4). Interesting, 
but tantalizing also, because that is precisely all that Thucydides 
chooses to say. Did the slaves opt for the Kerkyraian democrats 
because they calculated prudentially that they were the side 
more likely to win? Or because they thought (as oligarchic pro- 
pagandists like Theramenes certainly claimed, e.g. Xenophon 
Hellenica 2. 3. 48) that democrats were ‘softer’ on slaves? 

Another state that made use of slaves for fighting in the 
Peloponnesian War was Theopompos’ Khios, the supposed orig- 
inator of chattel servitude. This we learn, not from Thucydides, 
but from a contemporary inscription that has been plausibly 
interpreted as meaning that in the closing phase of the war 
Khios liberated slaves, quite probably for naval service, and 
grouped them into ‘decads’. What Thucydides does say about 
slaves on Khios is, however, interesting enough, especially as 
he makes a direct comparison with Sparta, whose slaves were 
of a different type: “There were many slaves (oiketai) on Khios 
—more in fact than in any other single polis apart from Sparta; 
hence, because of their number, they were treated more harshly 
when they committed offences’ (8. 40. 2)—meaning either 
more harshly than they would have been otherwise by their 
Khian masters or, in broader perspective, more harshly than 
deviant slaves typically were in the Greek world as a whole 
(of which Thucydides’ first-hand knowledge extended beyond 
Athens at least to the Amphipolis region of Thrace, 4. 105). 
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No Safety in Numbers? 


That last numerical statement cannot literally have been true 
There were not, and could never have been, absolutely more 
oiketai on the island of Khios (area 858 km°) than there were 
in the much larger (2,400km°), richer and more populous 
home territory of Athens. What Thucydides was probabl 
intending to refer to, therefore, was the relative density of the 
slave populations of Khios and Sparta as a proportion of their 
respective free citizen populations: David Hume made this 
inference as long ago as 1742 in his brilliant essay ‘Of the 
Populousness of Ancient Nations’. Absolutely, though, there 
is no doubt but that Attica contained more (chattel) slaves 
than Khios, even if not as many as there were Helots in 
Lakonia and Messenia. However, precisely how many slaves 
there were at any time in Classical Attica has long been a 
scholarly battleground, at least since Hume. The problem is 
that the couple of ancient figures preserved— 400,000 allegedly 
from a census of the late fourth century; and 150,000 adal 
area a something like 400,000 in all including women 
Sl adults—are both fantastic, physically impossible quan- 
Modern estimates or ‘guesstimates’ have ranged from a low 
of 20,000, proponents of which claim that only the very richest 
Athenians and metics owned slaves, to a round 100,000 at the 
peak of Athens’s prosperity in the 430s. The latter a my view 
is far nearer the truth, but even if this AA vure 
is adopted, it is worth stressing that it would make the eja 
element no more than about 40 per cent of the total population 
That is not wildly out of line with the far better documented 
modern slave societies of Brazil, the Caribbean, and the 
American Old South. If, on the other hand, we reduce the 
maximum figure for slaves at any one time to 60,000-—80,000 
that would give especial point to the one contempora fi u : 
that has some claim to our credence. ee 
For in the years following the Spartan occupation of Dekeleia 
within Attica in 413, according to Thucydides (7. 27. 5) 
more than twice ten thousand slaves (andrapoda) ran ats 
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and of these the great part were skilled manual craftsmen 
(kheirotekhnai)’. We do not know what Thucydides based this 
numerical claim upon, though there is a chance that he had 
access to relevant documentary evidence; but even if it were 
just an ‘educated’ guess, the disastrous economic impact of the 
loss of between a quarter and a third of Attica’s total slave 
population would have been such as Thucydides ascribed to 
the Dekeleia occupation. Moreover, if many or most of the 
skilled craftsmen Thucydides singled out had been employed 
as ancillary workers in the Laureion silver-mines, as is geo- 
graphically quite plausible, their flight would have had not 
merely economic but also political and military consequences. 
For mine-revenue constituted a basic resource for the con- 
struction and maintenance of the Athenian fleet. 


Man-Footed Creatures 


Thucydides, as we have seen, did not only use the most common 
of the dozen or so current Greek words for ‘slaves’, namely 
douloi. Speaking of Khios and Sparta, he employed oiketai, a 
term that signified literally ‘members of households (oikoi)’ 
and could therefore sometimes be applied to free as well as 
unfree members. But the word he chose to describe the score 
of thousands of Athenian slaves was an exclusively and 
unambiguously slave term: andrapodon, literally a ‘man-footed 
thing’. This was formed by analogy with a standard Greek 
word for cattle, tetrapoda or ‘four-footed things’, and so pro- 
vides as perfect an illustration as could be hoped for of the 
normative Greek construction of slaves as subhuman creatures. 
In its more precise application, however (and the Greeks’ 
servile terminology was as a rule anything but precise), 
andrapodon appears to have been the terminus technicus for 
those slaves, typically barbarians, who had been acquired 
through capture in war (the verb was andrapodizo) and sale 
by slave-dealers (andrapodistai) who followed in the train of 
armies. On this, as on so many other aspects of Greek slave- 
holding and dealing such as the slaves’ places of origin and 
functions, Herodotus is a peculiarly informative witness. 

For the most part, naturally enough, Greek sources are 
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more interested in barbarians as slaves than in the slaves 
owned by barbarians, but Herodotus as ever had broader 
horizons. Eunuchs may well have been, as Xenophon’s fictional 
Cyrus believed (Cyropaedia 7. 5. 60), uniquely trustworthy, but 
in Herodotus’ view that end did not in any way justify the 
‘most unholy’ means whereby eunuchs were procured for 
the real-life Persian court, at least not when the trade was 
in the hands of Greeks like the man from (we are not now 
surprised to learn) Khios with the grandiose name of Panionios, 
‘All-lonian’ (Herodotus 8. 104-6). Another Herodotean 
passage (1. 114) may imply that the Medes, imperial pre- 
decessors of their Persian kinsmen, regularly bred slaves, 
something the Greeks normally avoided for economic reasons. 
What the Greeks’ normal means of acquiring slaves was 
emerges through Herodotus’ canonical ‘mirror’ technique. 
The Scythian kings, he states emphatically, did not buy slaves 
for cash (4. 72. 1)—by implication, that was precisely what the 
Greeks usually did. 

But sadly for Herodotus, they did not always buy the 
‘right’ kind of slaves in the ‘right’ way. At some unspecified 
early date in the island’s history Methymna on Lesbos ganged 
up on the unfortunate Arisba and liquidated it by means of 
andrapodismos, that is the sale into slavery of the surviving 
inhabitants. The force of Herodotus’ moral condemnation is 
concentrated into the concessive phrase ‘although they were 
related by blood’ (1. 151). It is no surprise to find the notion 
that Greeks should not enslave their fellow Greeks expressed 
by the author of the famous persuasive definition of 
Greekness (8. 144. 2) considered in Chapter 3. But the fact 
that Plato felt obliged to repeat it in the Republic (496bc) 
some forty years later indicates that the ideal was increasingly 
being honoured only in the breach. Once more, the chief 
culprit was the long and brutalizing Peloponnesian War. 
Thucydides’ spare descriptions of the fate of Torone (5. 3. 4) 
and Melos (5. 116. 4) are just two items in a dispiriting catalogue 
of Greek enslavement of Greek. The standard practice, it 
would appear, was for the surviving males of a defeated Greek 
city to be killed and only the women and children to be carted 
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off into servitude abroad, whether in Greece or elsewhere. 
Such discrimination by gender and age may have served to 
reinforce free Greek male stereotypes about the naturally slavish 
quality of those below adult male citizen status. 


Barbarian Sources 


Typically, though, and normatively, barbarians were the 
Greeks’ preferred source of human servitude, and to judge 
from Herodotus, backed up by other literary, documentary, 
and visual evidence, the major country of their origin was 
Thrace or roughly modern Bulgaria. If in modern English 
usage Bulgaria has given its name familiarly to homosexual 
anal copulation (‘buggery’), Thrace for the ancient Greeks was 
apparently almost synonymous with slavery. Poor Thracians, 
Herodotus (5. 6) was perfectly prepared to believe, habitually 
sold their surplus children to slave-traders, and all three 
of Herodotus’ individual examples of non-Greek slaves are 
Thracian by origin. 

The individuals in question comprise, first, the Getan 
Zalmoxis, allegedly (though Herodotus is sceptical) once the 
Slave of Pythagoras the sixth-century Samian mathematician 
and moral philosopher, to whose school we owe the table of 
opposites preserved by Aristotle (see Chapter 2, Table 1). 
‘Whether there was ever really a man of the name, or whether 
Zalmoxis is nothing but a native god of the Getai, I now bid 
him farewell’ (4. 95-6). Secondly, and probably no less legen- 
darily, there was Aesop, he of the tales, also reputedly the 
slave of a Samian master. In his case, though, Herodotus, who 
knew Samos well, provides the added circumstantial detail of 
the master’s name, ladmon (2. 134). But there is room for 
doubting the truth of almost everything about Aesop, including 
his authorship of the tales. Still, even if their author was not in 
fact this Aesop, there is a peculiar aptness in these fables of 
veiled resistance, told from the point of view of the oppressed 
and powerless, being attributed to a slave. 

Herodotus’ third named Thracian slave, Rhodopis, has an 
altogether better claim to our credence, even if it is rather 
too much of a coincidence that she is said to have been a 
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fellow slave of Aesop in the ownership of ladmon. Whereas 
‘Aesop’ allegedly put his mind to work, it was Rhodopis’ body 
that Iadmon was determined to exploit. For he set her up in 
business as a prostitute (Rhodopis, ‘Rosycheeks’, was just her 
Greek working name) at the Graeco-Egyptian port-of-trade of 
Naukratis in the Nile Delta. Being sexually very attractive 
Herodotus avers, she amassed great wealth—for a person in 
her condition; the proof of that was a lavish dedication at 
Delphi seen by Herodotus himself (2. 135). However, it was 
not for her money, most of which anyway presumably went 
into the pocket of Iadmon, that Rhodopis’ eventual liberator 
was smitten with her, but for her beauty. In about 600 one 
Kharaxos son of Skamandronymos and brother of the poet 
Sappho (small world!) ‘redeemed her for a vast sum’ and 
thereby helped to immortalize her name—or at any rate 
a close approximation of it: with pardonable poetic licence 
Tennyson celebrated her as Rhodope. 

l Changing places from fairytale Naukratis at the turn of the 
sixth century to the mundane world of late fifth-century Athens 
we obtain a rare documentary insight into Greek slaveholding 
from the so-called ‘Attic Stelai’ recording the official sale by 
public auction of property confiscated from the fifty or so men 
convicted of sacrilege for mutilating Herms or profaning the 
Eleusinian Mysteries in 415/14. One of the records inventories 
the sixteen slaves confiscated from the metic (not citizen) 
Kephisodoros. Five of these, three women and two men, were 
Thracian, constituting the largest national contingent among a 
cosmopolitan bunch drawn from six nationalities. It was as if 
Kephisodoros were anticipating in practice the firm injunction 
of Plato and Aristotle not to hold slaves of the same ethnic 
origin, an injunction prompted by the Spartans’ management 
problems with their Helots. 

A further confirmation of the importance of Thrace as a 
source of the Athenians’ servile population is that Thratta 
(‘Thracian female’) was a standard ‘stage’ name for a female 
slave, and Getas (from a Thracian people) a male equivalent. 
But yet more graphic an illustration is an elegant red-figure 
hydria or water jar of c.470 that may even have been decorated 
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by a slave painter: it depicts three women collecting water 
from a fountain, but that they are slave women of Thracian 
origin is indicated by the elaborate tattoos on their arms, a 
sort of national stigma (above, pp. 44-6, Plate 6). 


Servile Functions 


Herodotus’ references to servile functions, although by no 
means exhaustive, and failing characteristically to discriminate 
between chattel and non-chattel slaves, do cover an adequately 
broad spectrum, reminding us that in Classical Greece it was 
not the case that ‘a slave is a slave is a slave’. At the top end of 
the scale was a slave like Sikinnos, the paidagogos Or ‘tutor’ 
kept by Themistokles to look after his several sons. Through 
the good offices of his (of course exceptionally influential) 
master Sikinnos not only gained his personal freedom but was 
accepted into the citizen body of Thespiai in central Greece 
(Herodotus 8. 75, ! 10) which, along with Plataia, was one of the 
only two cities of the Boiotians, who otherwise ‘medized’, to 
have taken the Greek side during the Persian Wars; its citizens 
fought, for example, shoulder to shoulder with Leonidas’ heroic 
300 Spartans at Thermopylai. Below Sikinnos came those Greek 
slaves who at the cost of their manhood achieved high status at 
the Persian court as eunuchs (above) or, if female, were taken to 
be concubines of Persian grandees, such as the (unnamed) aristo- 
cratic lady from Kos whose father was sufficiently distinguished 
to be a xenos of the Spartan regent Pausanias (9. 76, 81). 
Humbler still were the Spartans’ Helots, ‘between free men 
and slaves’ from one point of view perhaps but nevertheless 
obliged to carry out their daily tasks as unfree labourers. Most 
male Helots worked in the fields, but relatively privileged 
individuals included the royal donkeyman and prison guard 
mentioned by Herodotus (6. 68, 75), and it was presumably on 
the whole more tolerable to be a mess attendant (Plutarch 
Comparison of Lycurgus and Numa 2. 7) or, if female, a 
household servant (Plutarch Agis 3. 2) in Sparta than a driven 
field hand out in the Eurotas or Pamisos valley. On the other 
hand, if Herodotus’ figure of 35,000 (9. 10) is anywhere near 
correct for the number of Helots enlisted by the Spartans as 
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light-armed soldiers for the Plataia campaign of 479, the supply 
could not have been confined to the more privileged, Sparta- 
domiciled Helots. 

Among the chattel slave sector, the most privileged were 
those who worked for themselves as well as for their master or 
mistress. Rhodopis the prostitute has to stand proxy for this 
group in Herodotus, but apart from such female (or male) 
prostitutes the sort of slave who managed best economically 
was the skilled craftsman set up in business with start-up capital 
provided by the master and then allowed to keep a portion of 
the income from sale of his products. Our best evidence for 
these ‘living apart’ slaves is furnished by the Attic orators of 
the fourth century. 

As for run-of-the-mill, comparatively unskilled chattel slaves, 
it is a major modern debate whether they were regularly 
employed in peasant agriculture in Classical Greece. Herodotus 
unfortunately provides no directly relevant evidence, although 
he does mention the agricultural slaves owned by the Hellenized 
Lydian called Pythios (7. 28). As a rule of thumb, however, it 
may be assumed that citizens who could afford hoplite armour, 
roughly the top thirty or forty per cent, would normally aim to 
have at least one male slave, who would serve his master as a 
batman on campaign. But a rich, leisured Greek landowner, 
the counterpart of Pythios, would be expected to maintain a 
moderately large permanent servile labour force for agricultural 
purposes, in a social context where fifty slaves was considered 
a very large number indeed (Plato Republic 578de). 


A Return to Ideology 


In any case, slave-ownership was not a matter simply of 
economics and practical utility: what better way was there to 
demonstrate one’s own ‘natural’ freedom than to command 
the labour power of another human being? In the final sections 
of this chapter I return therefore to the ideology of Greek 
slavery, first asking whether there is any pre-echo of Aristotle’s 
‘natural slavery’ doctrine to be detected in our selected narrative 
sources, and then examining the ways in which the ‘free v. 
slave’ ideal polarity was intercut with and either reinforced, or 
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was reinforced by, our other four principal polarities, ‘Greeks 
v. barbarians’, ‘men v. women’, ‘citizens v. aliens’, and—the 
subject of our next chapter—‘gods v. mortals’. 

It is Herodotus (4. 1-4), not altogether surprisingly, who 
provides us with a pre-philosophical, supposedly realistic, 
instance of ‘natural slavery’ thinking. The context is Scythian, 
not Greek, but Scythia here serves Herodotus and his addressee 
not as Greece’s other but as a mirror held up to the nature of 
slaveownership. The tale is ‘paradigmatic, not as history, since 
it is fictitious from beginning to end, but as ideology’ (Finley 
1980: 118). The Scythians, so it is told, once invaded Media 
and stayed on there for a generation, with the result that their 
wives back home had sex with their blinded but not otherwise 
incapacitated slaves. This intercourse produced progeny, a 
whole mixed-blood generation that proved unwilling to yield 
place when the errant Scythian husbands eventually returned. 
There ensued a series of conflicts in which the returnees made 
no headway until one of them observed, ‘So long as they [the 
slaves] see us bearing regular arms in our hands, they think 
they are our peers in birth and quality (homoioi ex homoién). 
But let them see us with horsewhips instead of arms (hopla), 
then they will realize that they are our slaves (douloi), and 
recognizing this will not be able to resist us.’ 

So indeed it transpired, and the clear contemporary (mid- 
fifth century) message of this cautionary tale was that slaves 
are not equal either in birth or in quality of character to their 
masters, that they are in a word inferior by nature. The context is 
Scythian, but, as the surely deliberate Spartan reminiscence 
(homoios) was intended to imply, it is no less if differently 
applicable to Greece than Herodotus’ already quoted assertion 
that Scythian kings do not buy slaves for cash. There are, 
moreover, similar stories with different outcomes generated 
for Greek cities, for example that of the so-called ‘servile 
interregnum’ at Argos in the early fifth century (6. 83). To 
cover a temporary shortage of adult male citizens caused by a 
Spartan massacre, ‘the slaves took over everything in govern- 
ment and all management’ until the sons of the massacred 
dead grew to manhood. But the slaves refused to return power 
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quietly to the freeborn citizens and had to be driven out of 
Argos, and continued to wage war from neighbouring Tiryns 
‘for a long time, until, with difficulty, the Argives at last won 
the upper hand’. Not necessarily any more vero than the 
Scythian tale, this story was no less ben trovato. 


Greeks: Barbarians :: Free : Slave 


One of the half-dozen or so most significant passages for 
Herodotus’ own outlook and purpose in writing his Histories is 
the encounter between the medizing Spartan king Damaratos 
and his new liege lord Xerxes, in which the Greek—despite 
his formal position of subservient powerlessness—boldly and 
paradoxically asserts that nomos, the rule of law, is the only 
master (despotés) that the Spartans recognize, whereas Xerxes’ 
subjects know only how to be his slaves. That passage (esp. 7. 
104. 4) has been considered fully in our third chapter under 
the Greek v. Barbarian rubric. But there is a further, compar- 
able passage in book 7 (133-7) which repays attention in the 
present context. 

The dramatic context is some four years earlier than 
Damaratos’ exchange with Xerxes, somewhere around 484, 
when the Spartans had first got wind of Xerxes’ plans for an 
invasion of Greece. The Spartans were an unusually pious or 
superstitious people, as Herodotus twice insists (5. 63. 2, 9. 7), 
so when the entrails of publicly slaughtered sacrificial victims 
began regularly to convey signs of ill omen in the 480s, they 
interpreted this as a divine judgement upon their earlier act of 
impiety in murdering the Persian herald whom King Darius 
had sent to demand tokens of submission from them in the late 
4gos. After heated public debate in the Spartan assembly, 
itself a rare occurrence, they decided that it was both necessary 
and opportune to make atonement (poineén teisein) to Darius’ 
son Xerxes in a suitably religious way, by sending him two rich 
and noble Spartans from the hereditary heraldic family of the 
Talthybiadai as a reciprocal, expiatory sacrifice. En route to 
Susa, however, they were intercepted by Hydarnes, satrap 
generalissimo in the West of the Persian Empire, and required 
to attend for interview, probably at Sardis. 
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Submit to Xerxes, Hydarnes commanded, and Xerxes will 
do right by you, that is, give you as it were ‘most favoured 
nation’ status within the prospective Persian administration of 
subject Greece. But the Spartans would have no truck with 
this: ‘You know well how to be a slave [to Xerxes] but you 
have not yet experienced freedom, so you do not know whether 
it is sweet or not.’ Thereupon Hydarnes sent them packing 
to Susa, where they were ushered into the royal presence. 
But when the palace guards tried to force them to make the 
customary obeisance (proskunésis) to Xerxes, the Spartans 
hotly refused, on the grounds that ‘it was not their custom 
(nomos) to do proskunésis to a mere man (anthrdépos, rather 
than anér, which may therefore have borne the further con- 
notation of barbarian man)’. 

This nicely illustrates the mutual implication and reinforce- 
ment of at least the ‘free v. slave’ and ‘gods v. mortals’ pola- 
rities, and probably the ‘Greek v. Barbarian’ polarity as well. 
Free men, Herodotus’ Spartans imply, freely worship only the 
gods, respecting the unbridgeable status-gap between gods and 
mortals, whereas slaves like the barbarian Persians, including 
even the highest-ranking among them, are compelled to worship 
a mere mortal man. (In actual historical fact, proskunésis was 
not a religious but a socio-political act of homage, but that of 
course does not affect the ideological point.) However, for all 
that Herodotus presumably endorsed this ideological implica- 
tion, he nevertheless did not choose to draw that moral expli- 
citly here, as he had in the related nomos despotes exchange. 
Indeed, ever full of surprises, he chooses to turn the tables on 
the Spartans and allow the barbarian despot Xerxes to emerge 
with the greater honours. 

For Xerxes refused the Spartans’ expiatory sacrifice of the 
two men ‘out of greatness of soul’ (megalophrosuné) and 
declared that he would not be homoios (a pun, once more) to 
the Spartans, that is, would not sink to their level. For by 
killing Darius’ herald the Spartans had ‘broken the nomima 
of all anthrdpoi’, what are elsewhere (Sophokles Antigone 
453-7, Oedipus Tyrannus 865-70; Thucydides 2. 37. 3) called 
the ‘unwritten’ laws held in common by all mankind, barbarian 
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as well as Greek. Moreover, when the sons of the two heralds 
whom Xerxes had refused to kill were themselves killed some 
fifty-five years later, through treachery by the semibarbarous 
Thracians, Herodotus actually crows, ‘In my view this was 
clearly a deed of divine origin (prégma theion).’ For him this 
was a clear instance of the sins of the fathers being visited on 
the sons, and in his book impiety towards the gods (the killing 
of heralds who, though barbarian, were by virtue of their 
office sacrosanct) overrode even the imperative of Greek free- 
dom in the purely human sphere. 


Free: Slave:: Men: Women? 


The Athenian ‘charter’ myth for the occupation of Lemnos 
was considered in Chapter 2 under the ‘myth v. history’ rubric, 
but it bears also on the connection, in normative male Greek 
thought, between women and servility. According to the 
Herodotean version of the myth, the Athenians’ daughters 
once regularly fetched water from the fountain ‘because neither 
they nor the rest of the Greeks at that time possessed household 
slaves (oiketai)’ (6. 137. 3); the same point is made, humorously 
one hopes, by the comic playwright Pherekrates (Austin and 
Vidal-Naquet 1977: no. 15). The invention of slavery, that is, 
was explained as a substitute for female familial labour, but 
the association of thought between women and slavery went 
much deeper than that. It was not confined by any means to 
the retrospective discourse of myth. 

In the contemporary, putatively realistic, discourse of history, 
as we have seen, whereas defeated Greek men were killed by 
other Greeks, their womenfolk (and children) were regularly 
enslaved. But perhaps even more suggestively, in the theory of 
the supposedly objective discourse of Aristotle’s Politics we 
find women placed analogously on a par with slaves in relation 
to their husbands: as slaves are to their masters, so wives are 
to their husbands. What was natural about Aristotle’s ‘natural’ 
slave was his or her total deficiency in nous or logos. In 
women the deficiency, according to Aristotle, was not total but 
none the less crucially significant vis-a-vis men. Man, in short, 
must, necessarily, rule Woman. At least Aristotle did not go 
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as far as St Paul, who used precisely the same word (hupo- 
tassesthai) for the subjection of slave to master as for the 
(ideal) subjection of wife to husband. For Aristotle, signifi- 
cantly, it was the barbarians who failed to make the necessary 
distinction between rule over wives and rule over slaves 
(Politics 1252°30-"15). 


Free: Slave :: Citizen: Alien 


On the other hand, Aristotle did claim that in democracies as 
in tyrannies (Aristotle was no democrat) slaves and women 
(and children) had a better time of it than they ought to have 
had if they had been properly supervised by the male citizens 
(Politics 1313°35, 1319°30). This unholy coupling of slaves and 
women under the umbrella of democracy is reminiscent of 
Thucydides’ account of the Kerkyra stasis, in which women 
and slaves anomically joined forces in a public, political context 
to support the democratic side (3. 73-4). It also brings us to 
consideration of our final interconnection of polarities, between 
‘free v. slave’ and ‘citizen v. alien’. 

‘Freedom’ ultimately came to be understood as the catchword 
of democracy. The conjunction of democracy with tyranny, 
as made by Aristotle, could not have been effected by an 
ideological democrat, at any rate by an Athenian democrat. 
For him, as we saw from the Tyrannicides myth (Chapter 2), 
democracy was centrally identified as the antithesis of tyranny. 
That identification of democracy with anti-tyranny can be traced 
from Herodotus’ ideological celebration of Athenian iségoria 
(5. 78) to the Athenian law against tyranny passed soon after 
the defeat of Athens by Philip of Macedon at Khaironeia and 
the incorporation of Athens in his anti-democratic League of 
Corinth in 337/6. Since Athenian democracy was held to have 
originated in emancipation from despotic tyranny, Athenian 
democrats will have been especially vigorous in upholding the 
view ascribed by Aristotle to all Greek democrats, that the 
fundamental principle of democracy was eleutheria. That is to 
Say, in order to be a citizen in a democracy, the sole necessary 
and sufficient criterion was free citizen birth—not aristocratic 
birth, nor great wealth (Thucydides 2. 37. 2). Moreover, being 


162 Of Inhuman Bondage: Free v. Slave 


acitizen in a democracy—as opposed to an oligarchy—connoted 
having the maximum amount of freedom to do what and to 
live as one wished, the maximum freedom from dictation by 
another: that was one of the central messages of Perikles’ 
Funeral Speech as represented by Thucydides (see Chapter 5). 

For this strictly ideological construction of freedom by 
Athenian democrats there was in fact some historical support. 
In 594, before the introduction of democracy, Solon had made 
debt-bondage illegal for citizens, and thus helped to define 
sharply the status-boundary between citizens and aliens in 
Athens; that law remained on the statute-books under the 
democracy and probably was not significantly breached until 
after the democracy was overthrown by Macedon in 322. 
Aristotle, however, being Aristotle, preferred to caricature the 
democratic slogan of freedom, misrepresenting it as the near- 
anarchist claim to live as one wishes no matter what the social 
consequences might be; indeed, he claimed that an extreme 
democrat, being an extreme libertarian, considered the obliga- 
tion to obey the city’s laws to be a form of slavery (Politics 
1310°25—36). The truth of the matter was the exact converse. 
In Aristotle’s day Athenian democrats were remarkably insistent 
on the irrefragable sovereignty of the laws and very circumspect 
about altering them by addition or subtraction. But the Athenian 
oligarchs in whose name Aristotle was speaking were not going 
to allow themselves to be confused by the facts. 

Among several examples of Athenian anti-democratic pro- 
paganda on the record, perhaps pride of place should be 
awarded to that contained in Xenophon’s innocuous-sounding 
Memoirs of Socrates (1. 2. 40-6). The main object of this 
invented dialogue between the arch-democrat Perikles and his 
opportunist ward Alkibiades is to get Perikles to concede that 
democratic majority decision-making, whereby the poor masses 
of the citizenry compel the propertied minority to endure 
decisions taken against their interest, is in fact merely a disguised 
form of tyranny. The point is made characteristically by having 
the debate turn on the making of laws, supposedly a frivolous 
and whimsical pastime for democrats. “You know, Alkibiades, 
says an exasperated Perikles, ‘when I was your age I was very 
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clever at this sort of thing too.’ ‘I wish I could have met you 
when you were at the height of your powers, Perikles, the 
sassy rejoinder of Alkibiades, who is given the last word. 

For an ideological oligarch, in other words, democracy bie 
roughly equivalent to ‘the dictatorship of the proletariat , an 
an oligarch who happened to live under a democratic shee 
really did see himself and his wealthy peers as being ens p 
to the poor majority of citizens (Thucydides 4. 86. 2). ut 
there was also another, sociological way 1n which oligarchs 
utilized the ideology of slavery as a weapon in the class struggle 
against their domestic democratic enemics. This was their 
definition of certain occupations as ‘servile’, as fitting only for 
a slave and therefore as degrading their practitioners character 
to the condition of a slave, rendering them unfit for the exercise 
of citizenship. Some oligarchic extremists took this view to ee 
limit and stigmatized all productive labour as servile on ne 
grounds that it deprived the labourer of the total leisure that 
was the ultimate mark of the truly free man (cf. above). But 
most oligarchs drew two relevant distinctions: between working 
for oneself and working for another; and between agriculture 

e banausic manual crafts. 

gor self-employed, as long as one had to be employed ? 
all, was seen as crucial, because working for another looke 

uncomfortably like working for the sake of another, and that 
in turn could so easily shade into working under the constraint 
of another. Hired employment, in other words, especially if 
on a long-term basis, could too easily be construed as akin o 
little better than, nothing short of outright legal servitu e. 
Fine discriminations like these were all due ultimately to 
the need to distance oneself as far as possible from real, 
legal slavery in a society based (ideologically, anyway) on 
slavery. One of the neatest illustrations may be found pas in 
Xenophon’s Memoirs of Socrates (2. 8). A certain Eut n 
who had done quite nicely out of the Athenian Empire, - 
now fallen on hard times after its overthrow in 404; ne coul 

barely earn a crust by performing casual, hired manual Haa 

So ‘Socrates’ advised him to take up a more comfortable an 

secure occupation, which he could continue into advancing 


i aaa 
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age, namely to become the manager or agent of a large landed 
estate. Heaven forfend, was Eutheros’ instant reply, for that 
would be tantamount to slavery. This attitude was partly based 
on the fact that estate overseers (epitropoi) were sometimes 
actually slaves or more usually ex-slaves, but it was also instinct 
with the ideological prejudice that being free connoted being 
under no permanent obligation to any other individual. 

So far as the distinction between work in agriculture and 
work as a craftsman was concerned, most oligarchs took the 
view that working the land, at any rate as a peasant proprietor, 
was incommensurably superior and justifiable, the soldier’s 
school. However, the heavy labour involved in clearing land of 
thorns preparatory to tilling it could still be dismissed as ‘toil 
fitting for a slave’ (ponos douloprepés: Herodotus 1. 126. 5), 
and Aristotle was not speaking only for himself when he advo- 
cated that the primary agricultural producers of his ideal state 
should be barbarian slaves (Politics 1330°20). However, if 
peasant agriculture per se normally escaped upper-class con- 
descension, manual craftsmanship by contrast, no matter how 
skilled, did not: partly because such skilled craftsmen (potters, 
armourers, shoemakers, and so on) were regularly slaves, their 
jobs were considered intrinsically incompatible with the freedom 
of the true citizen. 

Herodotus, for example, was not sure whether the Greeks 
had borrowed their attitude to such tekhnai from the Egyptians, 
as practically all the other barbarians had, but he was 
quite sure that all Greeks despised skilled manual craftsmen 
(kheirotekhnai), the Spartans doing so the most, the Corinthians 
the least (2. 167). From that it does not follow necessarily that 
the craftsmen themselves, if they were Greek and of citizen 
status, internalized that negative construction; indeed, even 
Xenophon could find it in him to praise certain forms of skilled 
manual labour (Oeconomicus 4. 20- 5). But Aristotle entirely 
corroborates Herodotus when he makes it a matter for debate 
whether banausoi should be citizens, as though there were an 
intrinsic contradiction between being a citizen and practising a 
banausic craft (Politics 1277°35). In this case, at least, we may 
be certain that Aristotle was faithfully representing the ideology 
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of the Greek ruling classes and that the ideas of the ruling 
classes were Greece’s ruling ideas. 


Freedom and Independence Externalized 


From metaphorical uses of slavery within a polis I turn finally 
to metaphorical slavery in inter-polis relations, and so princip- 
ally to Thucydides (whose information on literal slavery is, by 
comparison, jejune). By the time the Peloponnesian War broke 
out in 431, the chief slogans of Greek interstate diplomacy 
were autonomia and eleutheria. They were based, obviously 
enough, on what Greeks took being citizens and having consti- 
tutions to mean. Thus autonomia denoted literally the right 
to make and administer one’s own nomoi, while eleutheria 
primarily denoted external freedom, freedom from outside 
interference in one’s internal affairs of state, sovereignty in 
that sense. In propagandistic practice, however, the two were 
used interchangeably, at least if we may trust Thucydides’ 
verbal fidelity. For in 432/1 the Spartans’ final ultimatum to 
the Athenians went, according to him (1. 139. 3), as follows: 
‘The Spartans wish there to be peace, provided you Athenians 
leave the Greeks autonomoi.’ But in his own person Thucydides 
commented editorially, ‘Public opinion by a long way favoured 
the Spartans, especially as they were proclaiming it as their 
aim to free (eleutherousin) Hellas’ (2. 8. 4). 

Athens, in other words, was being represented by Sparta as 
a tyrant city, a doubtless conscious irony in view of Athens’s 
official abhorrence of tyranny at home. This was a view that 
Thucydides allowed both Perikles and Kleon to endorse (2. 63. 
2, 3. 37. 2), and that he allowed himself maximal reflection 
upon through the medium of the ‘Melian Dialogue’ (5. 84-116). 
It was in the light of, and against, this view that Herodotus 
somewhat hesitantly expressed his own final judgement on 
Athens’s role as ‘the saviours of Hellas’ in the preceding Persian 
Wars (7. 139. I, 5). 

Despite the impression Thucydides no doubt intended to 
convey, it was not all Greeks nor yet the majority, but (as 
Herodotus implied) many of them, who shared the view of 
Athens as a tyrant city. For the view was held principally 
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by ‘the so-called upper classes’ (kaloikagathoi) in the states 
subordinated to Athens in her Delian League alliance, whereas 
the lower classes of those same states might even envisage 
democratic Athens as a refuge against their own upper class. 
Besides, Sparta was itself by no means guiltless of infringing 
the autonomy of its own allies of the Peloponnesian League, 
whether by general support given to the upper classes to help 
them resist democratic takeover from below (Thucydides 1. 
19) or by specific and forcible military intervention on the side 
of the propertied class, as at Mantineia in 385 (Xenophon 
Hellenica 5. 2. 7). Thucydides, in short, spoke with a forked 
tongue on this issue, his editorializing not always being entirely 
consonant with his news-columns. 

Thucydides, however, was not the only Greek to apply double 
standards to the interstate sphere. As a general rule jealous 
preservation of the freedom and sovereignty of one’s own state 
was not found incompatible, in either theory or practice, with 
depriving another Greek state of its autonomy and indepen- 
dence. On the other hand, for the most ambitious and unscru- 
pulous politicians even the freedom and autonomy of their 
own state might be willingly sacrificed to the satisfaction of 
their overriding urge to be in formal control of its organs of 
power. The locus classicus of this syndrome in Thucydides is 
the behaviour of the oligarchic ultras at Athens in 411. Rapidly 
losing domestic support for the narrow regime they had insti- 
tuted by a reign of terror, they turned outside to Sparta. What 
they wanted above all was preservation of their oligarchic rule, 
together with control of the Empire, but if the latter was not 
acceptable to Sparta, then at least they wanted to keep the 
fleet and the city’s fortifications and local self-government 
(autonomeisthai, a euphemism for the maintenance of their 
oligarchy, which they imagined the pro-oligarchic Spartans 
might approve). But if that too was unacceptable, then at the 
very least they trusted that the Spartans would grant them a 
personal amnesty after they had taken Athens over (8. g1. 3)! 


Freedom, in fine, was conspicuously divisible in Classical 
Greece. 


T 


Knowing Your Place 
Gods v. Mortals 


No one ever attained excellence without the gods, no 

city, no mortal. The all-guileful one is god: for mortals 

nothing is free from misery 
(Simonides) 


The Greeks Did Not Have a Word for It 


The Greeks had no one-word equivalent of our TE 
(derived from the Latin ligare ‘to bind’, owing to a sense k 
binding awe felt by humans in face of supernorma TR 
natural phenomena). Nor did they distinguish in qui ine 
ways we would the ‘sacred’ from the ‘profane’ or the ‘secu A 
Their vocabulary of sanctity and piety revolved rather Fpa 
concepts of appropriateness and order, and Sepen e aes 
matter and persons being allocated to and remaining in 
laces. l 7 
aay Se the chief obstacle to comprehending re 
Greek religion, for those of us brought up within nen ae 
monotheistic religious culture, is the Greeks pik e a 
Theirs was a world ‘full of gods’, as Thales of Mi ee vr 
c.600) is supposed to have said. Or, as Carlo ra muc us 7 
recently wrote of the incompletely Christianize ‘erage pat 
Gagliano in southern Italy, there was no room in their . pe 
world for religion ‘because to them everything participa n 
divinity, everything is actually, not symbolically divine’ ( 
ga agri important continuities as well n dis- 
continuities between Christianity and paganism; not a 
Christianity born within the eastern, Greek-speaking ha 
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the Roman Empire, but in a crucial sense it could not have 
been born without it. But the differences between developed 
Christianity and paganism are far more important, indeed 
central and essential. In order to bring out this difference of 
essence, and thus obviate the harm that can be done by inter- 
preting ancient Greek religion in the false light of Christianizing 
assumptions, it may be helpful to begin this chapter by listing 
some of the strong contrasts between Christianity (seen as an 
ideal type, ignoring all doctrinal and sectarian fissures within 
and between the Christian communions) and Greek paganism. 

Christianity, like one of its parents (Judaism), is a spiritual 
monotheism. It is premissed upon faith in revelation that 
transcends rational belief and is accompanied by a fervency of 
emotion. By contrast, the Classical Greeks ‘acknowledged’, 
that is paid the due worship to, the gods that their community 
recognized, so that their faith was chiefly a matter of piety, of 
performing cult-acts. Christian faith in revelation and the 
centrality of that faith are anchored to the possession of 
uniquely sacred texts, a professional priesthood, and a Church 
(actually, several churches). The Classical Greeks did without 
sacred books and dogmas for their civic religion, were innocent 
of the notion of heresy, and had no vocational priesthoods—or 
priestesshoods (unlike Christians, they not only countenanced 
the idea of women priests but deemed them indispensable). 

Christianity has from the Founder onwards drawn a sharp 
line between religion and other spheres of social interaction or 
private experience, most signally between religion and politics 
(‘Render unto Caesar that which is Caesar’s, unto God that 
which is God’s’) or, as later redefined, between Church and 
State. This cleavage was to have important historiographical as 
well as historical consequences (see below). The Classical 
Greeks, on the other hand, although they were able to dis- 
tinguish what they called ‘the divine’ (to theion) or ‘the things 
of (the) god(s)’ (ta tou theou/tén then) from that which was 
purely or largely human, their polis (unlike Augustine’s City of 
God) was both a city of gods and a city of men simultaneously: 
religion and politics (and economics, and war, and so on) were 
for them inextricably intermingled. 
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Perhaps the chief reason why Christianity is able to draw 
such a distinction is that, for a Christian, religion is essentially 
an individual, personal, and privatized matter, a relation 
between a particular person’s immortal soul and the Almighty. 
By contrast, the Classical Greeks’ religion was typically focused 
upon relations between men collectively and the gods, and was 
expressed in collective, official, public rituals, above all festivals. 
Christianity and paganism, moreover, allot morality a very 
different place in their respective systems. Whereas Christians 
claim that their ethical code is Christian in the strong sense 
that it is grounded directly upon the moral principles laid 
down by the Founding Fathers, the Classical Greeks had no 
comparable source of moral authority. 

Finally, to quote from the famous fifteenth chapter of 
Edward Gibbon’s Decline and Fall, ‘The doctrine of a future 
state was scarcely considered among the devout polytheists of 
Greece and Rome as a fundamental article of faith’, whereas 
‘the benefits of the Christian communion were those of eternal 
life’. Although the Greeks did hold afterlife beliefs and many 
were initiated into mystery religions, what apparently mattered 
to them most, and most of the time, was the here and now, 
this regrettably transitory life on earth. One very good reason 
for this order of priorities was that they, being human, were by 
definition mortal. By way of polar contrast, according to the 
usual Greek mode of thinking, it was of the essence of their 
gods that they were immortal, that is ‘forever deathless and 
ageless’, as the poets never tired of repeating. 


Greek Religion as a System of Cultural Self-Definition 


If Christianity and Classical Greek paganism are so essentially 
different from and contrary to each other, it might reasonably 
be asked whether it is helpful to describe the latter as a 
religion at all. Clifford Geertz’s five-point definition of religion 
(Geertz 1973b) would appear to tilt the balance firmly in 
favour of an affirmative answer, even if one may not wish to 
adopt it, or at any rate all its phraseology, as a package. For 
Geertz a religion is a system of symbols that offers ‘moods and 
motivations’ predisposing one to act and think in certain ways; 
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that formulates a conception of a general order of existence (in 
Greek kosmos); that gives these moods, motivations and 
orderings a solidary group context; and that binds together 
disparate features of everyday life into a coherent totalit 
imbued with overarching significance. s 
Had Herodotus been alive today and cognizant of symbolic 
anthropology, he might well have agreed that such a definition 
helps to make sense of an otherwise desperately alien pheno- 
menon. It is, at any rate, congruent with his persuasive definition 
of Greekness (to Hellénikon, 8. 144. 2), which we have looked 
at already in connection with the Greek—barbarian polarit 
(Chapter 3) but bears closer scrutiny in the present context In 
winter 480/79 the Persian high command was trying to detach 
Athens from the small and fragile Hellenic alliance, using their 
vassal King Alexander I of Macedon as a go-between. To 
Alexander, according to Herodotus (8. 143), the Athenians 
delivered an uncompromising retort: ‘So long as the sun keeps 
its present course, we will never make alliance with Xerxes 
No, we shall oppose him unceasingly, trusting in as our allies 
the gods and heroes whom he has slighted by burning their 
temples (oikoi, literally ‘homes’) and statues (agalmata).” 
For what Alexander was proposing to them was not merely 
treasonous in the human scale of values, but athemista, that is 
contrary to divine ordinance, unholy. ) 
l After rebuffing the Persians, so Herodotus’ account con- 
tinues, the Athenians made haste to reassure their Spartan 
allies, who feared that the Athenians might nevertheless be 
seduced away by Persian gold. Echoing the Callatian Indians 
of Herodotus’ ‘custom is king’ parable (3. 38), they averred 
that not all the gold in the world could make them change 
sides, nor yet the lure of the fairest of territory (even though 
Attica was by no means such), since to medize would be to 
reduce all Hellas to slavery’—a nice appeal to the equation of 
Greece with freedom, and the Persian barbarians with servitude 
For, they said (8. 144. 2), many and great were the impediments 
preventing them, above all the following two: (1) specifically 
the agalmata and oikémata of the gods which Xerxes had 
impiously burned—these had to be avenged; (2) generally, 
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‘the fact of being Greek’, which they further subdivided into 
three constituents—(a) common blood and language, (b) 
common religious ritual of sacrifice (theén hidrumata koina kai 
thusiai, literally ‘common establishments and sacrifices of the 
gods’), and (c) common way of life and outlook (éthea homo- 
tropa, partly but not exclusively ‘religious’). Here, then, we 
find religion being given the appropriately central place, sand- 
wiched between and reinforcing their ‘racially’ and linguistically 
defined ethnicity and the specific religious obligation derived 
from the reciprocity principle (‘I scratch your back, you scratch 
mine’) that was deemed to govern relations between gods and 
mortals. The human destruction of sacred sites was always 
considered by the Greeks to be a self-justifying cause for 
retaliation and revenge in the name of the gods. 


The Origins of the Gods 


That neat illustration of the cultural meaning of Classical Greek 
religion as an explicit ideology is for us only the beginning of 
our quest to understand the contribution of religion to the 
making of the Greek mental world. Theoretically armed to the 
teeth, we may now attempt to advance on three overlapping 
and not easily separable interpretative fronts into a succession 
of scholarly battlegrounds: first, the question of origins; 
secondly, the nature of the Greeks’ gods; and lastly, the role 
of theology in the writing of Greek history. 

In the course of his disquisition on Egypt Herodotus boldly 
asserted that ‘the names of nearly all the gods came to Greece 
from Egypt’, this being a particular instance of his general 
thesis about the direction of origin of all Greek religious 
customs (nomaia), namely from Egypt to Greece and never 
vice versa (2. 50. I, 2. 49. 3). For Martin Bernal (1987: 99) this 
assertion functions straightforwardly as one of the clinching 
pieces of evidence for his overall ‘Black Athena’ thesis, that 
Classical Greek culture as a whole was a direct transplant 
effected by Egyptian and Phoenician immigrants (see also 
Chapter 3). But before any such assertion of Herodotus can be 
used, its implications must first be explicated: what was he 
meaning to claim about Greek religious origins, and what is 
the historiographical status of his claim? 
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Clearly he did not mean that the Greeks borrowed or used 
Egyptian names for their gods, since he regularly gives the 
Egyptian name for what he refers to as Greek gods (e.g. 2. 42. 
5: the Egyptians call Zeus ‘Ammon’). What he must have 
meant to claim, therefore, is that what came to Greece from 
Egypt were the gods themselves, or at any rate the concept or 
idea of them. That inference is confirmed a few chapters later 
by a famous passage (2. 53. 2): ‘Homer and Hesiod were the 
first to compose theogonies, and give the gods their epithets, 
to allot them their respective honours (timai) and special skills 
(tekhnai), and to describe their forms (eidea).’ It was not that 
Homer and Hesiod invented the gods out of whole cloth, but 
that they so to speak reinvented them for the Greeks, describing 
and defining them in terms the Greeks could and did com- 
prehend and worship. Put differently, the Egyptians had 
invented initially the (or a) pantheon, which the Greeks 
had then much later borrowed and literally transfigured and 
transformed. 

In itself that is a remarkable enough claim, but it is not 
remarkable in quite the way Bernal supposed. As in most of 
book 2, Herodotus is here taking special care and a special 
delight in knocking down Greek ethnocentricity by several 
pegs. To borrow what Plato was to say explicitly a century 
later for his own, quite different, purposes (Timaeus 22b), 
Herodotus was as it were telling his Greek addressees that 
they and their culture were mere children by comparison with 
the Egyptians, who had been around since time immemorial 
and had long ago taught the Greeks some of the most basic 
features of their ‘Greek’ culture: message—barbarians are not, 
ipso facto, all equally despicable. The truth about the origins 
of the Greeks’ gods, in other words, was not strictly at issue at 
all, since Herodotus in a sense wanted to have that both ways: 
the gods both were not and were ‘made in Greece’. 

This, however, was not Herodotus’ only message: he has 
two hidden agendas, not one, in play simultaneously here. For 
with 2. 53. 2 we should compare or rather contrast what has 
sometimes been hailed as the earliest statement of natural 
religion but is more appropriately understood as the earliest 
known attempt at a humanistic and rationalistic explanation— 
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and, in sharp contrast to Herodotus, rejection—of the Greeks’ 
polytheistic pantheon: Xenophanes of Kolophon’s theological 
attacks on both the immorality and the anthropomorphic nature 
of the gods of traditional religion. 

‘Homer and Hesiod’, ran Xenophanes’ hexameter verses as 
preserved, ‘have attributed to the gods everything that is a 
shame and reproach among men, stealing and committing 
adultery and deceiving each other’ (fragment 166). ‘But mortals © 
consider that the gods are born, and that they have clothes 
and speech and bodies like their own’ (fragment 167). “The 
Ethiopians say that their gods are snub-nosed and black, .the 
Thracians that theirs have light blue eyes and red hair’ (fragment 
168). ‘If cattle and horses or lions had hands, or were able to 
draw with their hands and do the works (erga) that men can 
do, horses would draw the forms (ideai) of the gods like horses, 
and cattle like cattle, and they would make their bodies such 
as each had themselves’ (fragment 169). 

It may or may not be significant that Herodotus never 
mentions Xenophanes, but there is no doubt in my mind as to 
how he would have reacted to his radical relativism—with a 
horror akin to that of his Callatian Indians when asked to 
cremate their dead (3. 38). For from Xenophanes’ relatively 
mild protest at the Greeks’ projection of their gods as not 
merely anthropomorphic but human in their manners also it 
was not too long a theoretical step to outright atheism, that is 
disbelief in the existence and consequent neglect of the worship 
of the traditional gods. But so far from being an atheist like his 
younger contemporary Diagoras of Melos, the believing and 
pious Herodotus was not prepared to contemplate even the 
philosophical agnosticism of his reputed friend Protagoras, 
who wrote: ‘Concerning the gods, whether they exist or not, 
and of what form they are, I cannot speak. The subject is 
intrinsically obscure and life is too short.’ Protagoras was not 
denying outright the existence of gods (of whatever shape or 
form or character), but denying that any individual man can 
discover cosmic truths, so that in his view gods were best 
banished from rationalistic, humanistic explanatory discourse. 
If Herodotus shared Protagoras’ ethical relativism on the 
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matter of human social customs, including religious ritual 
practices, he no less firmly rejected anything smacking of doubt 
in the real independent existence of the traditional Greek 
gods. Indeed, in addition to his explicit protestations of belief 
(e.g. in the validity of oracles, 8. 77), his entire work may be 
seen as an implicit protest against such a radical a-theology. 
Thus Herodotus’ relativism on the difference between the 


Greek and the Egyptian pantheons posits a cross-cultural 
continuity of belief in gods as such. 


Herodotus’ Religious Mirror 


Before we turn, or rather return, to the issue of anthropo- 
morphism, therefore, let us explore a little further Herodotus’ 
comparative ethnography of religious customs, to see what 
light it sheds on the ways in which he manipulated the mirror 
of his historiography. Two aspects are particularly worthy of 
Our attention: disposal of the dead; and animal sacrifice. As a 
complement to his book on Herodotus (1988), first published 
in 1980, Hartog later (1982) devoted a special study to the 
funeral rites of Scythian kings as described in Herodotus, with 
a view to illustrating the historian’s general comparativist thesis 
‘Tell me how you die, and I will tell you who you are’ (Dis- 
moi comme tu meurs, et je te dirai qui tu es). Hartog’s project 
was to trace a spectrum of barbarian funeral rites, ranging from 
the most un-Greek to the most Hellenic. He began by quoting 
from the second-century CE satirist Lucian (On Mourning 21): 
‘the Greek cremates, the Persian inhumes, the Indian places 
under glass, the Scythian cats, the Egyptian mummifies’ the 
corpse. That statement is not factually accurate—the Greeks 
did not only cremate but also inhumed; but the attribution of 
cremation was dictated by the logic of polarized ethnographic 
discourse, just as in Herodotus’ relativist parable of the Greeks 
and the Callatian Indians (3. 38). Non-Greeks are ‘Other’, 
therefore they must dispose of the dead in ‘other’ ways. 
Similarly, it was a matter of complete indifference to Lucian 
that it was his Scythians who ate their dead, whereas for 
Herodotus funerary anthropophagy was an Indian rite. How 
precisely Herodotus’ Scythians disposed of their dead kings 
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did, however, matter to Hartog, since he was concerned, first, 
with the way royal funerals served to mark the relationship vi 
the Scythian people to their territory (lespace de la mort) an : 
secondly, with their function as a means of comparing an 
contrasting the Scythian ‘others’ and the Greeks in the discourse 
of Herodotus. Among the rituals, predictably enough, we find 
a classic instance of ‘reversed world’ othering. In the funeral of 
a Greek the laying-out (prothesis) of the corpse occurred at 
the home of the deceased, and mourners came there to pay 
their last respects, before the corpse was laid on a waggon z 
carried out in procession (ekphora) for burial in an extramura 
cemetery accompanied by a funeral feast. But in a Scythian 
royal funeral the king’s corpse allegedly did the exact opposite— 
it was laid on a waggon by his nearest kin and taken out and 
round to all his friends in succession, stopping at each for a 
feast, over a period of forty days in all, before finally being 
laid to rest. In case his addressee should miss the point, 
Herodotus generously spelled it out (4. 76. 1): ‘the Scythians 
have an extreme hatred of all foreign customs, especially those 
of the Greeks’. That was his cue for telling the sad stories of 
the deaths of two relatively enlightened, that is Hellenizing, 
Scythians, who alas were murdered for their assimilationist 
ings (4. 76-80). 
ir im gta with the ‘usages of women’ (Chapter 4), sO 
Herodotus’ spectrum of savage barbarian funeral customs is not 
a case of simple inversion, let alone straightforward opposition 
of barbarian (and barbarous) Scythians and civilized Greeks. 
For ‘the Greeks’ was not itself a homogeneous category, 
suitable for purposes of simple polarization, as Herodotus to 
his enormous credit made abundantly plain. To quote Hartog 
again (1982: 150), ‘the grandiose and in many respects unique 
funeral rites of the Scythian kings invite us, repeatedly, to 
make comparisons with Sparta’—Sparta, an utterly Greek ay 
from the standpoint of ethnic cleanliness, but one in which 
hereditary kings were accorded lavish funeral rites that are 
described in great detail and an ostentatiously ethnographic 
manner by Herodotus himself (6. 58). Apart from an explicit and 
general comparative reference to ‘what most of the barbarians 
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do’, one linguistic trick neatly serves to indicate the un-Greek 
atmosphere. Instead of the usual thrénos, Herodotus employs 
for the Spartan women’s keening the term oimoge, quite 
common in Athenian tragedy but otherwise used by Herodotus 
only of the Persians. In other words, the Spartan royal funeral 
rites are being represented as not just alien, since they are 
neither ‘republican’ nor ‘Hellenic’, but redolent specifically of 
oriental despotism. 

It is the Persians, too, who provide Herodotus with a basic 
point of comparison and contrast with the Greeks, here 
appropriately treated as a unified group, in the fundamental 
matter of sacrificial ritual (1. 131-2). Again, the comparison is 
a complex one, the full value of which emerges only when his 
much more detailed account of Scythian sacrifice (4. 60-3) is 
brought in as a third term. But since Hartog has done more 
than justice to the latter (1988: 173-92), I confine myself 
to the Persian discourse. The Persians, Herodotus observes, 
‘raise no altars, considering the use of them a sign of folly’, 
although they do make animal sacrifice (thusié) to certain non- 
anthropomorphic divinities (Sun, Moon, Winds, etc.) ‘in the 
following way: they raise no altars [emphatic repetition], light 
no fire, pour no libations; there is no sound of the aulos, no 
putting on of wreaths, no consecrated barley-cake’. The point 
is that, although the Persians did practise animal sacrifice, they 
practised it in an anti-Hellenic manner. Unlike a Greek sacrifice, 
for which the sacrificer did not need to be an official priest, 
no Persian sacrifice was deemed valid unless conducted by a 
Magus, an expert member of the priesthood (in fact, Median, 
not Persian, though Herodotus elides the distinction as all 
Greeks tended to do). There was no distinction made as in a 
Greek sacrifice between the gods’ portion and the portion set 
aside for human consumption, nor were the innards separated 
from the rest of the flesh to be roasted, whereas the remainder 
was boiled. Instead, all the meat was boiled, and it was up to 
the Magus to do with it what he wished, since he was not 
under the obligation of his Greek counterpart to distribute 
some or all to his fellow participants in the sacrifice. 

The reason for insisting on the cultural significance of this 
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series of polarized oppositions is hinted at pretty broadly in 
Herodotus’ persuasive definition of Greekness; and if there 
was one religious ritual that made a Greek conventionally and 
normatively ‘Greek’, it was eligibility to participate in a bloody 
animal sacrifice, which constituted an act of communion in the 
strict sense. Thus for the full (adult male) citizen of a polis it 
was the very cornerstone of the city, defining precisely what 
it was to constitute and participate in that peculiar mode 
of political and social organization. But besides its properly 
communal meaning, animal sacrifice had also a cosmic, onto- 
logical function and symbolic significance; it was this ritual 
above all that situated humankind as a whole somewhere 
‘between the beasts and the gods’ (Vernant 1980b). We might 
therefore add to Hartog’s ‘tell me how you die’ a second, no 
less determinative, cultural marker of Hellenic identity: ‘tell 
me how (and what) you kill’. 

Yet here again ‘Greeks’ is an insufficiently refined category 
of distinction, since there were some Greeks, admittedly a tiny 
minority, who made a virtue of their total abstinence from 
animal flesh as an essential feature of their religious identity— 
the members of the Orphic and Pythagorean sects above all. 
Bloody animal sacrifice, in other words, was not a marker of 
Greekness simply, or rather not only of Greekness as opposed 
to barbarianness: it was also a marker of civic status. For those 
Greeks who were strict vegetarians were also conscientious 
objectors to full ritual membership in the civic community of 
the polis. Greek religion, one is reminded once more, was 
essentially a communal, civic affair. 


The Debate over Anthropomorphism Renewed 


Herodotus was unfortunately born too soon to benefit from 
the insights into Greek sacrifice of the ‘Paris School’ of Vernant 
and Detienne; he was a mere participant observer! But he did, 
interestingly, venture an explanation as to why the Persians 
did not sacrifice in the same way as the Greeks. After pointing 
out, as we saw, that they regarded the erection of altars (and 
also two other important but not in the same way indispensable 
items of Greek ritual paraphernalia—statues and temples) as 
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mere ‘folly’, Herodotus continued (1. 131. 1): ‘This comes, so 
it seems to me, from their not believing the gods to be in the 
likeness of men, as the Greeks do.’ That seemingly uncon- 
troversial opinion in fact plunges us into the heart of the 
second main issue I wish to tackle in this chapter. 

In an influential essay on the Greeks’ religious attitudes, A. D. 
Nock (19725) classified their gods as ‘larger Greeks’, meaning 
to imply thereby that Greek anthropomorphism should be 
taken both literally and seriously by us: for in the eyes of the 
Greeks, according to Nock, their gods were essentially super- 
humans, fundamentally like them, but projected as it were on 
to a huge cosmic-scale screen. Is this view borne out by their 
historiography? Are the gods of Xenophon, Thucydides, and 
Herodotus superhuman actors occupying the same stage of 
dramatic performance? To set the scene, I begin with the more 
or less conventional reflections and programmes of Aristotle. 

All men, according to the Stagirite (De Caelo 270°5-10), 
have some conception of gods, and all those who believe that 
there are gods agree in allotting to them the highest place on 
their scale of values. Aristotle himself, although a philosopher, 
was no atheist, agnostic, or sceptic. He was even prepared to 
tolerate the propagation of myths, so long as they dealt with 
the gods (Metaphysics 1074°1-14). Perhaps, indeed, that was 
precisely why he grew fonder of myths the older he got 
(fragment 668). It was inevitable, therefore, given the con- 
gruence of his own views with his society’s phainomena and 
endoxa regarding the existence and necessity of gods, that the 
ideal city he began to sketch at the end of the Politics should 
be one of gods as well as men. The ‘tribe’ of priests, for 
instance, he regarded as an essential component of the ideal 
city, since ‘it is only right and proper that the gods should be 
worshipped by the citizens’ (132927 ff.); the temples of utopia 
should be sited in conspicuous locations, hard by the communal 
messes in the town centre (1331724—31); while over the country- 
side (khdra) there should be scattered shrines in honour of 

gods and heroes (1331°17-19). 
On the other hand, it has to be said that Aristotle does not 
Strive officiously to emphasize the religious element of his 
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ideal polity, and he devotes far more mental energy and space 
to such mundane matters as the siting of the city, its food 
supply, educational system, common mess arrangements, sexual 
practices, marriage regulations, and eugenics. Contrast—and 
for Aristotle the contrast was surely deliberate—Plato’s second 
best (after the Republic) ideal city as constructed in the Laws. 
In direct rejoinder to Protagoras’ doctrine, the ‘Athenian 
stranger’ (a surrogate for the 80-year-old Plato himself) takes 
it as axiomatic that, not Man, but ‘God is the measure of all 
things’ (Laws 716c); or, as a leading modern expert has put it 
(Burkert 1985: 333), ‘in theory the state of the Laws is a 
theocracy’. Which of the two, Plato with his theistic fixation or 
Aristotle with his temporal preoccupations, was closer to the 
Hellenic norm? l 

Not unexpectedly, Aristotle. However, his representation of 
the normal polis religion in the Politics is not without ironic 
overtones. Aristotle, that is, was worldly enough to see how 
religion could be manipulated for secular, political ends. Also 
not unexpectedly, but yet more relevant to our concerns, 
Aristotle’s conception of the gods—or ‘divinity’, ‘the divine — 
was far more intellectual, spiritualized, and philosophical 
than that of his phronimos (above-averagely intelligent and 
prudent) man. 

Going beyond Herodotus, and echoing Xenophanes, he 
points out early on in the Politics (1252°26-8) that mankind— 
presumably Greek mankind in particular—conceives the gods 
anthropomorphically in a twofold sense: not just in terms of 
their forms (eidé) but also in terms of their lifestyles (bioi)— 
here we have Nock’s ‘larger Greeks’ view all right. Aristotle’s 
own opinion, however, differs importantly: as in On the 
Universe (397°10—401°24), so in the Politics (1326°32) he 
envisages god as a ‘divine power’ (theia dunamis) that ‘holds 
everything together’, as the informing principle of the kosmos. 
Elsewhere, indeed, he gives his conception a specifically intel- 
lectualist cast by identifying god with mind (fragment 49). 
Moreover, in so far as he is prepared to speak of the gods in 
‘ordinary language’ anthropomorphic terms, he emphasizes 
again and again the qualitative difference between gods and 
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mortals. Perhaps the passage which most graphically expresses 
their mutual incommensurability and the unbridgeable gulf 
between them is that in the Magna Moralia (1208°27-31) 
where he observes that humans cannot be friends with god or 
love Zeus. For no matter how pious a human being is (in the 
usual Greek sense of performing ritual actions—making dedi- 
cations, offering prayers, participating in sacrifices, and so 
forth), there can be no genuine reciprocity between the two 
parties, since the inequality between them is too great (cf. 
Nicomachean Ethics 1122"20-2). 

The differences between Aristotle’s and the ordinary Greek’s 
anthropomorphic view, however, should not be exaggerated. 
For example, at the same time as the ritual of animal sacrifice 
served symbolically as a mode of communication between 
mortals and the gods, it served also as a marker of the 
unclosable gap that separated the two parties. The myth of 
Prometheus as related in Hesiod’s Theogony and Works 
and Days is emblematic of this separateness. For in order to 
sacrifice, humankind required the aid of an immortal Titan, 
Prometheus, but even Prometheus, acting on behalf of human- 
kind, was first obliged to steal fire to enable humans to sacrifice 
and then had to trick almighty Zeus into accepting the purely 
olfactory residue of the sacrificed victim as the portion reserved 
for the gods. 

Xenophon, like Aristotle, was clear that men were not really 
like gods in their physical form, but he could not bring himself 
to state as much for fear of being tarred with the brush of 
impiety that had swept away his mentor and idol Socrates— 
condemned to death and executed in 399 for ‘not duly acknow- 
ledging the gods the city recognizes and introducing new, 
unrecognized divinities’. The nearest he comes to an outright 
denial is in a lengthy Platonic style dialogue in his Memoirs of 
Socrates (4. 3): here his Socrates tells Euthydemos not to hang 
around ‘waiting until you see the gods in physical form’ but 
rather to infer their presence and active intervention in human 
affairs from their works. The fact of their agency, despite their 
invisibility, ‘Socrates’ corroborates with an argument from 
analogy: like the gods, the human mind is also invisible, yet 


Knowing Your Place: Gods v. Mortals 181 


‘it partakes of divinity if anything else human does [that is, 
thinking is the nearest humans get to being like gods], and that 
it is the ruling part of us is evident, but even it cannot be 
seen’. 

As it happens, Xenophon was an uncomplicated believer 
not only in divine intervention in human affairs, but in divine 
direction of them in all respects. Human free will or choice 
was, as the author of the Hellenica conceived it, a virtually 
negligible historical factor. But even if Xenophon’s gods or 
god or ‘the divine’ (to daimonion) were non-human in form 
and super-human in power, they or it could still experience 
some remarkably human emotions. After the Thebans have 
defeated the Spartans at Leuktra (for religious reasons, 
according to Xenophon—below), Jason tyrant of Thessalian 
Pherai warns them not to grow overconfident: ‘for the god, it 
seems to me, takes pleasure in raising up the small and bringing 
down the great’ (Hellenica 6. 4. 23); the doubtless conscious 
irony was that the great Jason was himself shortly to be 
knocked down and out by assassination. 

This was not intended by Xenophon as a mere figure 
of speech. A second example of anthropomorphism in the 
Hellenica demonstrates with particular clarity how even the 
most pious and god-fearing Greeks found their gods a suitable 
medium on which to project human values in cases of extreme 
doubt as to how to act. In 388 King Agesipolis II of Sparta was 
in charge of operations against Argos during the Corinthian 
War (Hellenica 4. 7). He burned to emulate the great exploits 
of his senior co-king Agesilaos, and so was not about to be 
thwarted by Argos’ spurious declaration of a sacred truce 
(ekekheiria), a trick they had also pulled in the preceding 
Peloponnesian War (Thucydides 5. 54). He therefore conducted 
the prescribed Spartan ‘frontier-crossing’ sacrifices (diabatéria), 
and finding the entrails propitious, he proceeded north- 
westwards through Arkadia to Olympia, where there was an 
oracular shrine of Zeus. Only a dozen or so years previously, 
the priests of this shrine had forbidden another Spartan king to 
consult the oracle on the alleged grounds that ‘it was an ancient 
and established principle that Greeks should not consult the 
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oracle with regard to a war waged against Greeks’ (Hellenica 
3. 2. 22). Somehow this principle had been forgotten by 388, 
and Agesipolis, having duly sacrificed, learned from the god 
(Zeus) that ‘it was right and proper (hosion) not to accept a 
truce that had been offered unjustly’. 

However, in order to make doubly sure of his ground, and 
probably also to leave no room for doubt in the minds of his 
unusually pious Spartan troops, Agesipolis decided to cross- 
check by consulting the oracle of Apollo at Delphi. But note 
his carefully calculated manner of consultation: instead of 
repeating the question he had put to Zeus at Olympia, he 
asked Apollo whether on the matter of the sacred truce he was 
of the same opinion as his father. Since according to the 
dictates of Greek popular morality (e.g. Lysias 19. 55) filial 
piety was almost as much a commandment set in tablets 
of stone as it was for the Jews of the Pentateuch, this was 
tantamount to leaving Apollo with no choice but to agree. 

The sequel shows how wise Agesipolis had been to take out 
this extra, divine insurance. Just after he had led his army over 
the border into Argive territory, ‘the god shook’, another way 
of saying that there was an earthquake caused by Poseidon. 
The superstitious Spartans struck up the paean (to Poseidon) to 
avert further divine wrath and assumed that Agesipolis would 
at once withdraw. Instead, he chose to interpret the earthquake 
as a positive omen, since Poseidon had shaken after, not 
before, their crossing of the Argive frontier. The troops, 
reluctantly, were persuaded to see things his way, backed as 
he was by the combined oracular authority of Zeus and Apollo, 
and they joined in sacrifice to Poseidon. But clearly they, as 
most Greeks would have done in their place (including 
apparently Xenophon), had automatically interpreted the 
earthquake as the hostile act of a ‘larger’ (and very angry) 
Greek. 

It must be stressed that there was nothing ‘unorthodox’, let 
alone irreligious, in the seemingly casuistical behaviour of 
Agesipolis. Precisely because the gods were made in the image 
of (larger) men, they were deemed to be amenable to the 
normal discursive techniques that applied to human inter- 
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personal relations. However, it did take exceptional confidence 
and strength of will, or overmastering worldly ambition, to 
handle relations with the divine in quite that way. Far closer 
to the Greek norm was Thucydides’ Nikias, who—much to the 
rationalist historian’s evident distaste, not least because of 
the disastrous practical consequences of Nikias’ addiction— 
was ‘excessively given to divination (theiasmos) and suchlike’ 
(Thucydides 7. 50. 4). It is very noticeable that the nearest 
Thucydides came to making any concession to popular belief 
in efficacious divine intervention is in the final speech he 
placed in the mouth of Perikles for delivery while the great 
plague was at its height: ‘the daimonia [things sent by daimones, 
supernatural agencies] we must endure perforce [i.e. because 
we can do nothing about them], the things from the enemy we 
must endure with manly fortitude’ (Thucydides 2. 64. 2). But 
even here there is no talk of anthropomorphized intervention, 
only of abstract daimonia, which for the real Perikles as for 
Thucydides himself was very likely a mere figure of speech. 
With Herodotus, however, we re-enter the thoughtworld of 
Xenophon, a world of anthropomorphized divine intervention. 
From a host of possible examples I select just three. First, to 
pursue the theme of human illness, there is his account of the 
terrible end of Queen Pheretima of Kyrene, who was eaten 
alive by intestinally generated maggots. That end, for Herodotus 
(4. 205), was intended as a visible proof to mankind that 
‘violent vengeance earns the envious retribution of the gods’. 
My second example is one among the many cultic innovations 
prompted by the Greeks’ seemingly miraculous victory over 
the Persians in 480-479. In 480 the Athenians received an 
oracle enjoining them to seek help from their son-in-law, 
but who could that be? Study of Athenian myth provided 
the answer: Boreas, the personified North Wind, since he 
had married the daughter of the founding king of Athens, 
Erekhtheus. Herodotus would not commit himself to saying 
that it was because the Athenians sacrificed to Boreas that the 
north wind ‘fell with violence on the barbarians’ (7. 189), but 
that is precisely what the Athenians did say; and matching 
deeds to words, they built a shrine for him on the banks of the 
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Ilissos river, thereby introducing yet another new god into 
their official pantheon. It was not only the Persians who 
sacrificed to winds, even if they did so rather differently. 

One final instance of the gods as ‘larger Greeks’ in 
Herodotus. Just before the sea-battle of Salamis there was 
reportedly an earthquake shock felt both on shore and at sea. 
Such premonitory divine signs tended to cluster around major 
battles like flies around a honeypot. But much more unusual, 
exciting, and therefore worthy of Herodotean narrative was 
another alleged portent, one, moreover, that had unambi- 
guously presaged the Persians’ imminent defeat (Herodotus 8. 
65). Indeed, so extraordinary was it that Herodotus felt obliged 
to name his source, a medizing Athenian exile inaptly called 
Dikaios (‘Just’)—one of only three such citations in the entire 
work. A cloud of dust, Dikaios claimed, had risen above the 
Thriasian plain in western Attica and advanced eastwards 
towards Athens from Eleusis. Since all Attica had been 
evacuated, it could not have been any human agency that 
raised this phantasmagorical dustcloud, yet the noise that 
emanated from it sounded like the mystic hymn to Iakkhos 
(Dionysos) sung by initiates in the Eleusinian Mysteries. The 
inevitable inference, implicitly accepted by Herodotus, was 
that the gods of Attica themselves (Demeter, Persephone, 
and Dionysos) had marched to defend their own against the 
barbarian desecrators of Athens’s holy places. 


Staying the Hand of God 


The third and last aspect of the ‘gods v. mortals’ polarity that I 
shall be considering here also raises what is arguably the single 
most important issue in all Classical Greek historiography. 
How did Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon construct 
and construe the role of religion in history? How far, that is, 
did they believe that it was the gods (or god or the divine) who 
‘made the difference’, who ‘caused’ human events and processes 
to turn out a certain way in the sense that, but for their 
superhuman intervention, they would have turned out other- 
wise, or not happened at all? By way of background it is worth 
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recalling the lack of any sharp distinction in Classical Greek 
religious belief and practice between a secular and a sacred 
sphere, and thus the absence of a theoretical distinction between 
secular and sacred historiography. That division of the past 
was a Christian contribution to the western historiographical 
tradition, and the rift was not healed until Voltaire and Gibbon 
made its closure central to their Enlightened approach. 

I begin with the most straightforwardly theurgical of the 
Classical historians, Xenophon, and the locus classicus of his 
general approach. The Spartans, by occupying the acropolis of 
Thebes in peacetime in 382, had indeed broken an oath sworn 
in the name of the gods to leave the other Greek cities inde- 
pendent and had thus committed manifest perjury on the grand 
scale. It was precisely for that reason, according to Xenophon, 
that the Spartans were decisively defeated in battle by the 
Thebans at Leuktra in 371. This was only one of many instances 
that ‘could be cited from both Greek and non-Greek history to 
demonstrate that the gods are not indifferent to those who are 
impious (asebountes) or perpetrate unholy (anosia) deeds’ 
(Hellenica 5. 4. 1). 

On a cynical reading one might construe that grand generali- 
zation as Xenophon’s way of shifting the responsibility away 
from Sparta’s military weakness on to the irresistible might of 
the gods. But Xenophon of all people would not have done 
that at the cost of indicting his favourite Spartans for perjury. 
There is no doubt therefore that Xenophon, himself a man of 
more than usually demonstrative piety, saw the hand of god 
everywhere at work in human history, and envisaged it as 
operating in the strong sense that it made major events happen 
and happen in a certain way. Indeed, such was Xenophon’s 
piety that he could, and perhaps felt obliged to, explain even 
civil war (stasis) between Greeks who worshipped precisely the 
same gods in the same way in terms of divine intervention. In 
392 opponents of the existing Corinthian oligarchic regime had 
taken advantage of a religious festival to conduct a slaughter 
of the innocents (as Xenophon saw them) and effect a political 
coup. The new regime of Corinth contracted a close union 
with Argos, prompting Agesilaos to step up the Spartan effort 
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in the Corinthian War. So it came about that during fighting 
around Corinth’s Long Walls ‘the god gave them [the Spartans] 
an achievement (ergon) such as they could not even have prayed 
for’, namely a massive counter-slaughter of the anti-Spartan 
Corinthians. ‘How’, asks Xenophon rhetorically (Hellenica 
4. 4. 12), ‘could one not consider this a divine dispensation 
(theion)?’ Possibly there were those who did not see the 
massacre as divinely inspired, and this was Xenophon’s forceful 
rejoinder. But far more likely the question was just a parti- 
cularly vivid way of evoking his and many other Greeks’ 
perception that the gods themselves intervened to punish 
impiety. From a wider historiographical perspective, however, 
‘the hand of God is an explanation that dulls the quest for 
truth’ (Cawkwell 1979: 45). 

Yet mundane historical truth was not the highest priority for 
the moralizing Xenophon. In this he was as far from Herodotus 
as he was from Thucydides. Herodotus, however, agreed with 
Xenophon in bringing the gods or the divine centrally into his 
narrative. There is no long stretch in which no reference is 
made to the gods, or men’s attitude and behaviour towards the 
gods play no role. The question is rather whether Herodotus 
Shared Xenophon’s perhaps somewhat simple-minded view of 
divine intervention and causation: was it chiefly or exclusively 
the divine factor that for Herodotus explained both the 
eventuality and the outcome of the Graeco-Persian wars? 

There is no doubt that Herodotus did believe that not only 
oracles (see above) but also prodigies (1. 78. 1), premonitions 
(6. 27), and dreams (1. 34. 1-2) were divinely sent manifes- 
tations genuinely foretelling the future. He was also prepared, 
as we have seen, to vouch for the gods’ direct and efficacious 
intervention in human affairs, especially to exact due vengeance. 
Several of his leading characters, for example King Croesus of 
Lydia (1. 13. 2, 1. 91. 1), are said to be ‘bound’ to come to a 
bad end, and to that same Croesus Herodotus makes ‘Solon’ 
express the classically anthropomorphized view that ‘the divine 
(to theion) is full of jealousy and fond of throwing human 
affairs into confusion’ (1. 32. 1). At one point Herodotus even 
speaks through ‘Croesus’ in apparently mechanistic terms of a 
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wheel of human affairs that is in constant motion and never 
allows people to remain undisturbed in a condition of good 
fortune (1. 207. 2). Yet for all that, Herodotus remarkably was 
not—or not only—a fatalist and theurgical determinist whose 
theology excluded human agency and so historical responsibility 
altogether. As has been acutely observed (Gould 1989: 80), ‘to 
understand Herodotus’ thinking about divinity we need to 
distinguish between supernatural explanations of specific events 
which befall specific individuals, and a general theory of 
historical causation’. 

To test that distinction there is no better case than his 
presentation of Xerxes’ decision to invade Greece in 481/0. 
The factors Herodotus considered relevant to that decision are 
dramatized, and the improbability of Persian defeat underlined, 
by way of a series of dreams (7. 12—19). But although divinely 
sent, the dreams do not by themselves cause the expedition. 
Rather, Xerxes’ dream-vision ‘merely stops a plan already 
conceived from being abandoned’, and that plan is conceived 
in entirely human terms which even we today may find ‘a 
completely satisfactory scheme of causation’ (Ste. Croix 1977: 
143-5). Herodotus, in summary, could explain major events 
in history in purely human terms, but his piety made him 
disinclined to regard such explanations as self-sufficiently satis- 
factory. What he makes Themistokles say of the Greeks’ victory 
at Salamis—though he contrives to suggest that Themistokles 
of the many wiles did not necessarily believe it himself— 
perfectly encapsulates his own view: ‘it is not we who achieved 
this feat but the gods and heroes, who were envious that one 
man should be lord over both Asia and Europe—a man who 
besides was impious (anosios) and presumptuous (atasthalos)’ 
(8. 109. 3). . 

And so, finally, to Thucydides once more. Whatever precisely 
he meant by ‘the human thing’ (to anthrdpinon, 1. 22. 4) or 
‘human nature’ (hê anthrépon phusis, 3. 82. 2), the rhetorical 
force of these expressions, placed as they are in key explanatory 
passages, is unmistakable: Thucydides is consciously attempting 
to explain his Peloponnesian War in human, non-divine terms. 
That is not to say that for Thucydides men are in complete 
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control of their destiny. Even the supremely provident Perikles 
could not foresee a stroke of fortune (tukhé) such as the great 
plague of Athens. But although ‘Perikles’ is made to describe 
the plague as daimonion, that was very far from a Herodotean, 
let alone a Xenophontic, admission of divine intervention and 
causation. Nowhere does Perikles, or more importantly 
Thucydides himself, abandon belief in the possibility of human 
rationality, even amid the unexpected and unpredictable action 
of fortune, and notwithstanding the strong tragic colouring of 
the work as a whole. Moreover, in the Melian Dialogue, 
where Thucydides makes his Athenian interlocutors strip away 
the veneer of ‘fair names’ (kala onomata, 5. 89) to reveal the 
unvarnished truth of human interstate relations, Thucydides 
comes within a whisker of saying in his own voice that the gods 
make no difference: ‘we believe by repute of the gods (to theion), 
and we know by clear evidence of men (to anthrdpeion), that it 
is a necessity of nature to rule wherever it may be possible’ (5. 
105. 2). That is the Athenians’ cold-blooded response to the 
Melians’ pathetic and unavailing appeal to divine intervention 
to save them from destruction—the destruction that was shortly 
to be visited upon them by the Athenians and some of Athens’s 
allies. Even the gods, that is to say, are held to be constrained 
by this necessity, by this universal ‘law’ (nomos) of nature. 
The import and the force of this rejection of the divine by 
‘the Athenians’ in a fictitious dialogue are corroborated by 
Thucydides’ strikingly few references to religion throughout 
the narrative portions of his work. Moreover, of those few 
passages there is just one which may, arguably, show Thucydides 
as less than a completely hardheaded disbeliever in divine 
intervention for practical historiographical purposes (2. 17. 
1-2). In short, Thucydides would surely have agreed with the 
contemporary author of the Hippokratic medical treatise 
on epilepsy entitled ‘On the Sacred Disease’, who laid his 
intellectual cards on the table at the outset of his tract by 
denying that there was anything peculiarly divine about the so- 
called sacred disease, since all diseases were equally sacred—or 
not; and with another of the Hippokratics who in a treatise on 
virgins’ diseases robustly avowed that the cure for teenage 
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menstrual problems was not making offerings to Artemis but 
getting married (Peri Parthenion 468. 17 ff. ed. E. Littré). The 
divine element was not for these writers a causally differentiating 
factor and could therefore be ignored for explanatory purposes. 
In that sense—but only in that sense—we might want to call 
Thucydides the father of ‘scientific’ historiography. 


Epilogue 


We are all Greeks. Our laws, our literature, our religion, 
our arts, have their roots in Greece 


(P. B. Shelley, Preface to Hellas [1822] ) 


Otherness v. Classicism 


It has been no part of my purpose in this book to play down 
or belittle what Herodotus would have called ‘the great and 
wondrous achievements’ of the Classical Greeks. In historio- 
graphy, politics, theatre, philosophy, and so many other fields 
of communal intellectual endeavour they stand tall. Nor would 
I wish for a moment to deny or diminish the force of the 
epithet ‘Classical’: 


In describing the characteristic features of Greek civilisation, it is 
customary to invoke the concept of the ‘classical’—a model for many, 
the attraction of which lay in all that was achieved, experienced and 
represented, within the narrow confines of the world of the polis, in 
terms of accomplishments, of intellectual questions and matching up 
to the questioning, of human greatness and commensurability with 
events . . . (Meier 1990: 25) 


What I would contest are the validity and utility of assuming 
or asserting a near-complete cultural self-identification between 
‘Us’ and ‘the ancient Greeks’. Greatly though I admire 
Shelley, his enthusiasm for the latter led him astray: there is 
all the difference in the world between identity, which is to a 
significant degree constructed rather than given, and roots. 
Indeed, one of my chief aims has been as it were to defamiliarize 
Classical Greek civilization, to fracture that beguilingly easy 
identification with the ancient Greeks which reached a climax 
in post-Enlightenment Germany, Second Empire France, and 
Victorian Britain, and which still has its residual adherents 
today, partly no doubt for political rather than purely aca- 
demic reasons. 
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On the other hand, there is a danger of going to the opposite 
extreme and overemphasizing the ‘otherness’ of a culture from 
which our own has indeed chosen to construct a potent legacy. 
For, although the human heart is not always the same (as 
the pioneering sociological historians of the eighteenth-century 
Enlightenment and, more surprisingly, some modern students 
of classical antiquity have liked to believe), there Is enough of 
the ancient Greek in our devotion to at any rate the ideology 
and rhetoric of freedom, equality, and democracy to make the 
cultural linkage abundantly plain. l 

However, I do want to insist in conclusion that ‘our’ mentality, 
our mindset, as a whole is significantly ‘other’ than that of the 
Classical Greeks, and I shall attempt to make that contradictory 
case on the territory included by Shelley and focused upon 
more recently by Enoch Powell (a professor of Greek before 
he entered politics), namely the Athenian theatre. Athens 
was not of course Greece, though the Athenians themselves 
were fond of pretending it was, and I have tried to resist 
‘Athenocentricity’ throughout this book. But Athenian drama 
did consciously aspire to capture the universal in Greek exper- 
ience and was watched by and to some extent written for 
non-Athenian Greeks as well as the citizens of Athens. Our 
contemporary ‘re-experiencings’ (George Steiner s phrase) of 

Classical Athenian drama, especially tragic drama, arguably 
encapsulate both the authentic and the mythical aspects of the 
Greek legacy in about equal proportions. 


A Religious Theatre 


As the epithet ‘Classical’ connotes, Athenian drama in its 
choice of themes and to some extent in its handling of them 
does somehow transcend cultural barriers. In recent decades, 
for example, the Medea of Euripides and Lysistrata of Aristo- 
phanes have variously subserved feminist ends, Euripides 
Bacchae has been presented as a hymn of counter-cultural 
liberationist rebellion, and Sophokles’ Antigone (of course) 
has inspired meditations on both civil war and totalitarianism. 
In short, Classical Greek (or Athenian) drama does manage 
still to speak to us today in usable ways. In fact, so apparently 
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familiar and domesticated has it become that it is necessary for 
the modern stage director no less than for the modern scholar 
to insist upon its alienness. What does or should make that 
task easier from the outset is the inescapably central religious 
dimension of Athenian theatre. 

As was stressed in the previous chapter, Classical Greek 
religion was not, pace Shelley’s aphorism, either bequeathed 
to or inherited by us. This was because it was a religion of the 
city, and the Greek city or polis was a culture-bound invention 
that failed to outlive the Roman conquest of the Greek world 
and the Christianization of the Roman Empire. Thus the 
essential religious content and meaning of classical Athenian 
drama, which originally was always staged within the context 
of religious festivals organized by the city of Athens in honour 
of Dionysos, could’ not possibly have ‘travelled’ into the 
alien context of modern stage-theatre. A review of traditional 
Japanese Kabuki theatre performed at the Royal National 
Theatre in London was once headlined ‘Crash-course in Cultural 
Otherness’. That would also do very nicely as a subtitle for this 
concluding chapter. 

Not that the religious aspect of Athenian theatre is by any 
means straightforward. Consider first the apparently paradoxical 
identity of its divine patron. For despite Dionysos’ patronage, 
Athenian drama, at any rate tragic drama, had very little to do 
with him. In fact, ‘nothing to do with Dionysos’ was an ancient 
phrase meaning roughly ‘inapposite’! Those scholars who wish 
to argue for a strong intrinsic connection between the worship 
of Dionysos and tragic drama are obliged therefore to make 
their case in other terms, insisting for instance on the common 
factor of alienation. In their different ways both the initiates in 
Dionysiac cults and the performers of drama become ‘ecstatic’, 
literally ‘standing outside’, and so becoming other than their 
normal selves, aided by such artificial devices as masks. 
Dionysos’ connection with comedy was much more obvious, 
indeed etymological; kémdidia meant literally song accom- 
panying the quintessentially Dionysiac wine-fuelled kémos or 
‘revel’. Yet comedy was not formally introduced into the 
programme of the Great or City Dionysia festival for at least 

fifteen years after the inclusion there of tragedy. 
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But even if an intrinsic connection be admitted, the problem 
of the historical origins of tragedy and comedy, and their 
combination with satyr drama (the most obviously Dionysiac 
component of Athenian theatre) into a single religious festival, 
remains as fraught as ever. So too does that of the representation 
of Dionysos on the comic stage—at any rate for those not 
inured to Athenian conventions. Consider Aristophanes’ Frogs, 
first performed at the other main Athenian annual drama 
festival, the Lenaia, in early 405. Here the festival’s divine 
patron is cast as the protagonist of a meta-play about the 
connection between drama and politics. At a time of deepest 
crisis for the real city of Athens (on the verge of losing the 
Peloponnesian War), Dionysos undertakes to make a descent 
into the Underworld on the city’s behalf to bring back to life 
on earth the greatest of Athens’s dead tragic playwrights, so 
that he can ‘save’ the city by his excellent advice. The play has 
two choruses, a subsidiary one of eponymous frogs, and a 
main chorus composed of Athenians initiated in the Eleusinian 
Mysteries (selected by Aristophanes because initiates believed 
that initiation might secure them a happier afterlife in the 
Underworld). Aristophanes never once makes a joke at the 
expense of the initiates’ chorus. Nor is the idea of the dramatic 
poet as public teacher ridiculed as intrinsically humorous. 
By contrast, he never stops making jokes at the expense of 
Dionysos, who is represented both as a lily-livered effeminate 
and as grossly ignorant of the finer points of Aeschylean and 
Euripidean tragic dramaturgy. 

Modern scholars have sometimes explained this treatment 
of Dionysos in terms of the growth of atheism, agnosticism, 
or more generally rationalism in later fifth-century Athens, 
associating those with the influence of Sophists like Protagoras 
(whose influence on the historiography of Herodotus and 
Thucydides we have already noted). But that explanation hardly 
Squares with the panic terror and ensuing witchhunt provoked 
by the religious sacrileges at Athens of 415, especially the 
alleged profanation of the Eleusinian Mysteries, or indeed 
with Aristophanes’ respect for that cult in the Frogs. A much 
better explanation postulates a form of comic licence, in the 
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shape of a strictly delimited privilege to abuse the gods within 
the context of a religious festival during which the normal 
priorities and pieties were temporarily suspended or inverted. 
But that explanation encounters the objection that on at least 
two occasions legislation was passed to prevent or curtail the 
comic abuse of humans (contemporary politicians), so why 
should the gods, especially the festivals’ patron god, not have 
been accorded the same legal protection? In other words, 
we are dealing here with a deepseated feature of Athenian 
religion that is not readily amenable to explanation in terms of 
modern categories of religious understanding. 

Another major difficulty for us is to identify and evaluate 
the contribution made by the three great tragedians to the 
ordinary Athenians’ perception and enactment of their religious 
beliefs. Through the medium of myths that were set in a 
putatively historical but distant and usually non-Athenian past, 
Aeschylus, Sophokles, and Euripides contrived to set in play 
dramatic debates about the central values of their contem- 
porary Athenian society, honour, justice, and, not least, religious 
piety. The morality and political implications of endless ven- 
detta in Aeschylus’ Oresteia trilogy; the contradictory claims of 
obligation to one’s human kin and to the gods in the Antigone 
of Sophokles; the status of women and barbarians in the Medea 
of Euripides—these are just some examples. Moreover, they 
not only set debates in play, but also thereby put the values at 
risk, questioning in both the literal and the extended senses of 
that term their continuing validity. 

Among modern scholars it has been standard procedure 
to place the tragedians’ reworkings of myth within a largely 
artistic or psychological framework of analysis and to underplay 
their specifically spiritual or ritual aspects. But Athenian reli- 
gion was not text-based or dogmatic, and the dramatists were 
as qualified as any other citizens, and moreover were occupa- 
tionally expected, to teach and to ‘preach’ on matters affecting 
the relations between gods and men, including even the advo- 
cacy of new religious cults (such as that of the tamed Furies, 
transformed into the Eumenides or ‘Kindly Ones’, successfully 
championed by Aeschylus in his play of that title). We do not 
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look to our admittedly few modern tragedians to perform a 
similar role, nor can we even imagine Shakespeare as having 
performed it in Elizabethan and Jacobean England. 


A Political Theatre 


On the other hand, we do not find the idea of Shakespeare 
as a political dramatist nearly so rebarbative. In this case, 
though, it is necessary to distinguish between the strictly official, 
public, and civic character of Athenian theatre, which was a 
national theatre in the fullest sense, and Shakespeare’s private 
theatrical enterprise, which did not of its essence bear any 
contemporary relevance to public political practice. A fortiori 
the gap is infinitely wider between the politics of ancient 
Athenian drama and of our contemporary theatre. 

Some form of tragic and comic drama had been performed 
at Athens from at least the 530s, the supposed floruit of the 
actor-dramatist Thespis. But it is a recent and persuasive 
view that the Great or City Dionysia was first organized as 
a regular city festival of tragic drama only after the institution 
of democracy in 508/7; specifically, as a religio-political festival 
of liberation from the actual domestic tyranny of the Peisistratid 
family (c.545-510) and from the threat of foreign, that is 
Spartan and Persian, domination. Comedy was certainly not 
added to the programme until 486, and it can hardly be a coinci- 
dence that this was just a year after a change in the method of 
appointing Arkhons from what was considered the aristocratic 
mode of election to the peculiarly democratic mode of sortition. 

The luminaries of the first generation of Dionysiac tra- 
gedy were Phrynikhos and Aeschylus, both of whom essayed 
explicitly contemporary political themes connected with the 
resistance against Persia as well as the more conventional 
reworkings of myth. Phrynikhos, however, was fined for his 
over-affecting Capture of Miletos (Herodotus 6. 21), possibly 
by a decision taken at the meeting of the Athenian Assembly 
that at any rate later was regularly held actually in the theatre 
of Dionysos immediately after the festival. He had strayed too 
far over the border between representation and reality. This 
was something Aeschylus was careful to avoid twenty years 
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later by not actually mentioning Themistokles by name in his 
slightly less immediately contemporary Persians, of which he 
and the battle of Salamis were the heroes. Similarly in the 
Supplices of (probably) 463 and the Oresteia trilogy of 458 
Aeschylus kept his own political views largely under wraps 
while intimating for those who needed it a general encourage- 
ment of radical changes in Athens’s foreign and domestic policy. 
The pattern for political tragedy was by now set. 

Political comedy, however, was a later development, in which 
the key innovator was apparently Kratinos in the 450s. But if it 
arrived later, it also went far further than tragedy, the burning 
political issues of the day providing its plots as well as multiple 
points of social and ideological reference. Aristophanes for us 
stands in splendid isolation as the representative of extant Old 
Comedy, but he had his rivals—notably the older Kratinos 
and the contemporary Eupolis—and successors. By the time 
of his death in the 380s, however, the sort of nakedly political 
and personally abusive comedy represented by his Knights 
(424) and Wasps (422) had begun to give way to comedies of 
situation, which in turn had been replaced by the end of the 
fourth century by Menander’s comedies of manners. It is from 
these that our own dominant tradition of comedy is derived. 
Theatre as a whole, though, did not cease to be political, 
and indeed a central feature of the democracy, in the fourth 
century. The heated debates in the Assembly over the Theoric 
Fund (a festival dole to enable the poorest Athenian citizens 
to pay the small theatre entrance fee) are sufficient testimony 
to that, as are Plato’s contemptuous reference to the ‘theatro- 
cracy’ of the Athenian masses in the Laws (701a) and Demos- 
thenes’ huge song-and-dance over being mugged in the theatre 
by his rival impresario (and political opponent) Meidias. 

It is, however, only for the fifth-century Athenian theatre 
that we are able to situate whole plays in their total political 
and ceremonial context. This comprised the choice of plays, 
impresarios, and actors for the year’s dramatic festivals by the 
relevant civic officials; the long period of rehearsals; the pre- 
festival publicity; the initial religious procession to bring the 
statue of Dionysos back to his shrine adjoining the theatre; the 
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preliminary religious, civic, and imperial rituals immediately 
before the plays began; the performance of the plays them- 
selves spread over three or more days, and the judging of 
them by a scratch jury of average citizen playgoers; and the 
closing Assembly meeting held in the theatre to scrutinize the 
conduct of the festival as a whole. Not the least merit of 
this total view is that it enables us to register a dissonance, 
sometimes even a contradiction, between the discourse of the 
plays and that of the surrounding civic rituals. Whereas the 
latter were designed to emphasize civic solidarity, harmony, 
and unity, ‘the tragedies and comedies. . . constitute in some 
important senses a questioning of the terms of that civic dis- 
course’ (Goldhill 1990: 126). 


An Open Society? 


Here, then, apparently was a truly ‘open’ society, where speech 
was genuinely free—surely a model for us to imitate as well as 
applaud? Sadly, not entirely so. For, to be precise, this Athenian 
freedom was civic freedom narrowly defined, a precious resource 
whose value was maintained by rigorous rationing. It was 
made available only to a small minority of Attica’s residents, 
the privileged descent-group of adult male citizens, who num- 
bered on average some thirty thousand out of perhaps two 
hundred to two hundred and fifty thousand in all. 

It was, moreover, a freedom that was dearly bought—and 
this applies in varying degrees to all the hundreds of classical 
Greek communities, not only to Athens—at the expense of 
others, the excluded many: free foreigners and women (Greek 
as well as barbarian), but above all slaves (mainly barbarian 
but also Greek). Indeed, the exclusion of those various ‘out- 
groups’, the collective Other, was arguably the very condition 
and basic premiss of the Classical Greeks’ cultural achievements, 
not least their invention and use of history. If, pace Shelley, 
we are not in fact all Greeks, that may be a just cause of some 
self-congratulation as well as measured regret. 


Afterword to the Second Edition 


Origins, motives, and aims 

The Greeks: A Portrait of Self and Others in its two English ver- 
sions so far (originally 1993, corrected and augmented 1997) has 
sold very well indeed—more than 9,000 copies in all. It has been 
widely and for the most part favourably reviewed, in all the main 
western scholarly languages. It has also occasioned a large private 
correspondence by snail mail and more recently e-mail. Perhaps 
my most intriguing or disturbing correspondent was an inmate 
forcibly incarcerated in a State Penitentiary at lone in California, 
USA, who had enough time on his hands to undertake an inten- 
sive programme of self-education and had developed in the pro- 
cess a special interest in the ancient Greeks. (Was this somehow 
remotely connected to the experience of Socrates in the Athenian 
state prison in 399? I hardly dared to ask.) I am therefore 
delighted to take this welcome opportunity of a second English 
edition, following on the published German and Japanese transla- 
tions, to describe very briefly once again the book’s origins, 
motives, and aims. 

It is of course presumptuous, almost perhaps hybristic, to call a 
book The Greeks. No one author, obviously, could hope to do 
anything like full justice to the remarkable achievements of all the 
ancient Hellenes (as they called themselves), even during the rela- 
tively short period of two centuries to which I deliberately 
confined myself—from c.500 to c.300 BC. Indeed, it is especially 
difficult to represent adequately their achievements during those 
two centuries, since that is the period of ancient Greek history 
that we in the West have chosen to designate as ‘Classical’; we 
regard it, that is, as in some sense offering a paradigm for our own 
Western culture or cultures today. 

To justify, or at any rate account for, the book’s title and con- 
tents, let me briefly situate The Greeks within the trajectory of my 
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own research, teaching, and publication. The book grew out of a 
lecture course that I delivered over several years in the late 1980s 
and early 1990s to final-year undergraduate students in the Fac- 
ulty of Classics at Cambridge University. It deliberately bears the 
marks of its origins in a taught course. It is not only quite short 
but it is also consciously selective. It is intended to open up as 
many questions as it claims to answer. If it had been conceived 
and written as a full-scale monograph, it would undoubtedly have 
turned out very different. Even so, I hope that in its present form 
the book does make it sufficiently clear that ‘the Greeks’ more 
typically serves as an ideal construct than it does as a literal and 
faithful description of historical reality. 


Which Greeks? Whose Greeks? 

But which Greeks, exactly, are we talking about—or, rather, whose 
Greeks? The guiding thought behind the book was relatively sim- 
ple, however much it had been informed or bolstered by appeal to 
more or less sophisticated theorizing. As a well-known British 
newspaper pundit put it recently, ‘We divide every subject in the 
world into two, take sides, and then we pretend we know who we 
are.” My intuition was that the ancient Greeks were the same as us 
in this respect. only more so. For them, polarity was importantly 
part of their mentality or mindset, buried deep in their sub- 
conscious. From the particles men and de to... Men and Women, 
or rather Men versus Women. It seemed to me therefore that an 
ideal way to expose their self-perceptions and self-images, which 
were a vital part of who they (thought they) were, was to explore 
and analyse a number of key or core polarities. 

I was, however, careful to stress throughout that the polariza- 
tion and polarities of thought that I would be discussing were 
imaginary, idealized representations rather than supposedly 
objective or ‘scientific’ descriptions or classifications. I would add 
now a strong protest against the unacceptably lax use of the term 
‘Other’ to mean, all too often, no more than different. In my 
terminology otherness or alterity is definitional, and specifically 
polar (the two terms of a polar opposition are jointly exhaustive 
and mutually exclusive). I agree too that, as Robin Osborne has 
more recently observed, ‘the homogeneity of “us” implicit in 
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treating “them” as Other’ demands investigation and deconstruc- 
tion too, though that was not a principal objective of my book 
Had I had the space, I would indeed have spent more time than I 
did on ‘internal’ Greek Others, such as the Spartans, who were 
often and especially in Athens regarded as inverting the custom- 
ary norms of thought and behaviour shared—or claimed to be 
shared —by almost all other ‘normal’ Greeks. Further polarities 
such as ‘Old v. Young’ or ‘Rich v. Poor’— would have also bes 
treated. 

One further lesson that I at any rate have learned very clearly 
over the past decade or so is that scholars and other people who 
belong to very different national groupings have, under pressure 
from their own histories both past and contemporary, both real 
and Imaginary, and both personal and collective, developed very 
varied and often sharply opposed perceptions of the ancient 
Greeks’ character and achievements. It can also make a huge dif- 
ference to the way they are interpreted whether the modern inter- 
preter is a Christian or a non-Christian, a man or a woman, a 
Westerner or an Easterner, and so on. To sum up: ‘the Greeks’ 1S 
to some extent and in some senses a relative concept—inevitably 
so. 

Relativism, for some, is a dirty word. I, however, who do not 
pretend that my history can be genuinely value-free, find relativ- 
ism an attractive strategy, so long as it is not interpreted as imply- 
ing more than the doctrine that principles have only culturally 
local validity. It is a particularly fruitful way, I find, of trying to 
understand an ancient culture, that of the Greeks, which is both a 
foundation stone of our own (Western) civilization and at the 
same time in key respects a deeply alien phenomenon. What I call 
‘anthropologization’, that is, aiming to act as if I were an anthro- 
pologist studying a contemporary alien culture, seems to me a 
valuable tool for trying to see the mental and spiritual world of 
the ancient Greeks as far as possible through their own eyes and 
according to their own values. One consequence of such an 
approach is that the ancient Greeks as a whole tend to come out 
looking to me very much less familiar, if no less impressive and 
influential, than the old ‘Glory that was Greece’ view—or myth- 
once standardly made them out to be. 
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Perhaps I may be allowed to interject here finally my own over- 
all evaluation of all the polarities of thought and representation 
that might be considered relevant to the question of Greek or 
Hellenic identity. 1 am in no doubt that it was the ‘Freedom v. 
Slavery’ polarity that was the most crucial and foundational. 
Many cultures, including my own British culture, have claimed to 
value freedom especially highly. But I know no other Western 
culture that endowed freedom with as many subtle nuances and 
gave it so central a place in the collective imagination as did 
Classical Greece. Readers are invited to judge for themselves how 
far the Greek ideal of freedom corresponded to the realities of life 
in ancient Greece, and how far it is an ideal that can be—or 
should be—translated to and implemented in their own society 
and culture. 


Researching otherwise 

Since the first English edition of this book appeared in 1993 
research has proceeded at an alarming pace on all kinds of areas 
directly or indirectly relevant to its main concerns. I mention in 
conclusion just three very recent items, of which the first two are 
especially relevant to the wider non-Classical readership of histor- 
ians, historical sociologists, social psychologists, and cultural 
anthropologists that I have always tried to keep in mind, whereas 
the third has a more obvious appeal to specialists in Classical 
Greek culture: P. Otnes, Other-Wise. Alterity, Materiality, Medi- 
ation (Scandinavian University Press, 2000); Chris McManus, 
Right Hand, Left Hand (Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2001), and Beth 
Cohen (ed.), Not the Classical Ideal: Athens and the Construction 
of the Other in Greek Art (E. J. Brill, 2000). The latter has served 
also as a starting-point for the new discussion of a selection 
of visual images of alterity included as an ‘entr’acte’ above 
(pp. 36-50). 
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Further Reading 


THESE suggestions for further reading are consciously selective, angled 
towards recent work in English, especially on Classical Greek histori- 
ography (both the writing of history by Greeks and the study of their 
writing of history). 


General 


There have of course been many books on ‘The (ancient) Greeks’, 
none very recent, in all the main international languages. Dover 1980 
(‘a by-product of two years’ intermittent participation in the making of 
a set of television programmes on the ancient Greeks for BBC televi- 
sion’) begins properly with a chapter on alterity and contrast entitled 
‘Greeks and Others’, but I have sought more firmly and distinctly to 
‘alienate’ and ‘anthropologize’ the Greeks. Closest to my perspective 
on the Classical Greeks of the fifth and fourth centuries BGE is Hartog 
1988, but this is principally concerned with just one of my main 
sources, Herodotus, and but one of my polarities, Greeks v. Barbar- 
ians. The latter is also the focus of Hall, E. 1989, which concentrates 
on the distinctively Athenian genre of tragedy but ranges far more 
widely. On matters historiographical more generally, modern as well as 
ancient, the late Arnaldo Momigliano can never be lightly ignored, 
although I—like Woodman 1988—attribute more weight than he 
would have approved (1981) to the rhetoric and literary artifice of all 
historiography (not excluding his or my own); cf. White 1973, 1978, 
1989; La Capra 1983; Gearhart 1984; and Kramer 1989. Woodman, 
however, operates with the outmoded, scientific definition of history 
discredited by Berlin 1980; cf. Atkinson 1978. Recent publications 
include Georges 1994; Vernant 1995; Cartledge (ed.) (2002). 


Prologue 
The Genesis of this Book (pp. 1—4) 


Ethnicity: Glazer and Moynihan 1975; Degler 1983; Tonkin, 
McDonald, and Chapman 1989. The latter includes a chapter by the 
anthropologist-historian Roger Just on ethnicity in modern Greece, 
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a fraught political topic sensitively discussed also from an academic- 
cultural standpoint by the anthropologist Michael Herzfeld (esp. 
1987). On contemporary personal identity in a social-psychological, 
not philosophical, sense Hoffmann 1989 is a model autobiographical 
treatment; cf. Geertz’s (1985) terrifying roll-call of ‘the enormous 
engines of post-modern self-doubt—Heidegger, Wittgenstein, Gramsci, 
Sartre, Foucault, Derrida, most recently Bakhtin’. On Levinas and his 
alterity (not simple difference) see Levinas 1989. Ancient identities: 
Meyer and Sanders 1982; Schnapp 1988. The heuristic value of ‘mental- 
ity’ (in the ‘Annales School’ sense: James 1984: 146-75) is underplayed 
by Lloyd. G. E. R. 1990. See also Hall, J. M. 1995a, 19955; Leontis 1995. 


The Greeks and ‘Us’ (pp. 4-5) 

The ‘Greek legacy’, meaning what we have chosen to appropriate as 
opposed to what the Greeks had potentially to bequeath: Finley 19811, 
Thomas, C. G. (ed.) 1988; Easterling 1989; and Taplin 1989. (For 
the opposite, seriously ethnocentric understanding of ‘legacy’, sce 
Livingstone 1921.) On the specific issue of freedom and slavery I 
have developed further my remarks here and in Chapter 6 in Cartledge 
1993u. Recent works on this subject include Dover (ed.) 1992; 
Morris, I. (ed.) 1994. 


The Savage Greeks (pp. 5-6) 


Constant 1988: 307-28 is an English translation with commentary of 
Benjamin Constant’s 1819 address at the Athénée Royal, Paris, ‘De la 
liberté des Anciens comparée a celle des Modernes’. For an intellectual 
history of the mainly French historical-anthropological tradition of 
studying the ancient world see now Di Donato 1990. On ‘anthropolo- 
gization’ see also Gernet 1968; Nippel 1990; and on the pioneering con- 
tribution of Lafitau in particular, Pagden 1986: 198-209. Perhaps the 
most concentrated exemplar of Lévi-Straussian structuralist analysis is 
Lévi-Strauss 1976, an earlier translation of which is reproduced and var- 
iously discussed in Leach (ed.) 1967. In addition see Thom 1995: ch. 4. 


Legacy for Whom? (pp. 6-7) 

On democracy ancient and modern see esp. Dunn 1979 and Finley 
1985; on the ‘emergence of the political’ and the ‘discovery’ or ‘inven- 
tion of politics’ in Classical Greece see Meier 1990; Farrar 1988. Rahe 
1984 is a controversial plea for the Greeks to be studied from a nar- 
rowly political rather than broadly cultural (social, economic, intellec- 
tual, mental, and political-cultural) standpoint. See also works cited 
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under ‘The Greeks and “Us’’, above. Recent publications include 
Dunn (ed.) 1992, 1993, 1996; Ober and Hedrick 1996. 


1. Significant Others: Us v. Them 
A Comparativist Perspective (p. 8) 


Further discussion of comparativism as a historiographical method 
and technique: Cartledge 19855. See also Golden 1992. 


Greece: Problems of Generalization (pp. 9-11) 


Rhodes 1986 gives a good idea of the constitutional diversity of ‘the 
Greek World’ (well over 1,000 separate political communities from 
Georgia on the Black Sea to the Straits of Gibraltar). Ambiguous 
northern margins of Greece: Hall, E. 1989: 134-9 (Thrace), 164-5 
(Macedon). Aristotle as a registered metoikos (metic, resident alien) at 
Athens: Whitehead 1975. Aristotle as natural scientist, primarily: 
Kullmann 1991; his teleology: Lloyd, G. E. R. 1987: 319-29. His use of 
‘reputable’ and ‘received’ views: Barnes 1980; Owen 1986. Studies in 
ancient Greek historiography: besides the voluminous and multifari- 
ous works of Momigliano, see briefly Bury 1909; generally Fornara 
1983; and, for bibliography chiefly, Meister 1990. The factor of audi- 
ence-response in generating Greek historiography is stressed by Starr 
1968, and is implicit in Hartog’s concept of Herodotus’ ‘Greek 
addressee’; cf. for Thucydides, Ridley 1981. ‘Orality’ of Classical 
Greek culture: Thomas, R. 1989, 1992. In addition to the above see 
Hornblower (ed.) 1994. 


Who Were the Greeks? (pp. 11-13) 
Polarity in History (pp. 13-16) 


Polarity as an ancient Greek mode of theoretical discourse: Lloyd, 
G. E. R. 1966; cf. Vidal-Naquet 1986c. Subsets of the discourse (right—left, 
light-dark. white—black): Lloyd, G. E. R. 1973; Vidal-Naquet 1986b; 
Fontaine 1986-7; Radke 1936. Nomos-phusis: Heinimann 1945. Dual 
symbolic classification in anthropology after Robert Hertz: Needham 
1973; cf. Arens 1979 (always ‘others’ who are the cannibals). 
Interpretative limitations of polarization: Needham 1987; of structural- 
ist polarization in particular: Gellner 1985b. Sophists: de Romilly 1992; 
but note Dodds 1973c. Greek irrationality: Dodds 1951. 


Interpretative Charity (pp. 16-17) 
Problems of intercultural translation: Winch 1987; Geertz 1988; 
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Ardener 1989. See further Horton and Finnegan 1973. But the work of 
Geertz himself (19734, 1982, 1987, 1988) equally shows what may be 
attempted and can be achieved in the way of sympathetic (not empa- 
thetic) cross-cultural understanding; cf. Biersack 1989. The Victorians 
(some) and (their) ancient Greece: Clarke 1989; Knox 1990b. 


2. Inventing the Past: History v. Myth 

History v. Fiction (pp. 18-19) 

Definitions (pp. 19-21) 

Veyne 1984 is a systematic, if ultimately unpersuasive, assault on the 
conventional opposition of history and fiction; cf. Veyne 1988. Two 
good collections of articles representative of the conventional view as 
applied to ancient historiography: Fondation Hardt 1958; Walbank 
198sa. For one ‘master mind’ on another see Syme 1962 on 
Thucydides; cf. Bowersock 1965. A contradictory view, stressing 
Thucydidean ‘invention’, in Woodman 1988: ch 1. Balanced on this 
issue are Dover 1973, 1988c; and Hornblower 1987, both of whom 
make allowance for Thucydidean literary artistry. Loraux 1980 dis- 
misses Thucydides as ‘not a colleague’ largely because of his resolutely 
pre-modernist way with his sources. Influential modern definitions of 
history at opposite ends of the spectrum: Collingwood 1946/1993 
(idealist) and Carr 1986 (materialist); Bloch 1954 is a classic apology 
for the historian’s métier; judicious overviews of the pullulent field as a 
whole in Iggers 1984/5 and Tosh 1991. Definitions and functions of 
myth: Cohen, P. S. 1969, an anthropologist’s overview, is especially 
helpful; but see also Adair 1986 (myths of popular culture); Griffin 
1986 (mainly literary myth); and Samuel and Thompson 1990 for 
looser constructions. Ackerman 1973 is a historiographical review, 
embracing Kirk 1970. On ancient Greek myth, see additionally Kirk 
1974; Burkert 1979, 1987; Bremmer 19874, 19876; and Edmunds 1990. 
Recent works on this subject include Gill and Wiseman (eds.) 1993; 
Hornblower 1994; Buxton 1994. 


Myth as History (pp. 21-6) 


R. Thomas’s work on Greek oral tradition (1989) and ancient orality 
(1992) is again relevant here; cf. Grote 1873; Goody and Watt 1968; O. 
Murray 1987; Evans 1991: 89-146. Useful modern comparative data 
are collected and interpreted by the Africanists Vansina 1973, 1985; 
and Henige 1982; cf. the tips for anthropological fieldworkers on how 
to gather and assess oral testimony in Evans-Pritchard 1937; and the 
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experience of oral historians of developed urban communities: Tosh 
1991, ch. 10. “Myth-history’ comparatively: Dundes 1985; McNeill 
1986. On Herodotus’ Alkmaionid digression as a whole see Hart 1982: 
1-16; Thomas, R. 1989: 264-72. Particular aspects: How and Wells 
1928: appendix 15; McNeal 1985, and Hall, E. 1989: 168-72 (ethnicity 
of Pelasgians); Rosivach 1987 and Zeitlin 1989 (Athenian autochthony ); 
Vernant and Detienne 1978 (Greek métis); Gould 1980, Walcot 1985, 
and Lefkowitz 1986 (representation of women in Greek, mainly 
Athenian, myth). See also Loraux 1993; Steiner 1994. 


Myth in History (pp. 26-9) 

‘Curse’ of Alkmaionids: Parker 1983: 16-17; Thomas, R. 1989: 272-81. 
Spartan religious mentality: Parker 1989. Uses of myth in historiogra- 
phy and tragedy generally: see respectively Wardman 1960 and Knox 
1979—- though Knox fails to spot the contrast drawn by Herodotus’ 
‘Athenians’ at Plataia between different historical times. For the latter 
distinction see van Leyden 1949-50. It is not accidental that Herodotus 
claims knowledge of events preserved in oral tradition over three (and 
not more) generations: Henige 1982: 110-11. See also Vernant and 
Vidal-Naquet 1988. 


Myth versus History (pp. 29-33) 

On muthos and logos see Detienne 1986. On the triumph of reason 
over myth, apart from Finley 1986c, Starr 1968, and Vernant 19830, 
see Wilde 1909, Cook, A. S. 1976, Lloyd, G. E. R. 1979: chs 3 (The 
Development of Empirical Research’) and 4 (‘Greek Science and 
Greek Society’), and Brillante 1984. But note that there is also a ‘rea- 
son of myth’: Vernant 1980d. On Hekataios: Pearson 1939; van 
Leyden 1949-50. Herodotus as /ogios: Evans 1991, who also, with 
Gould 1989, has reaffirmed the coherence and cogency of Herodotus’ 
causal thinking. Athenian Tyrannicides myth: Jacoby 1949: 152-68; 
Taylor 1981; Day 1985; Thomas, R. 1989: 257-61. (Not everyone, 
though, agrees with Thucydides that Hipparkhos was not killed gua 
tyrant.) Thucydidean methodology (1. 20-2): Canfora 1977; cf. Howie 
1984. 


An Archaeological Myth (pp. 33-5) 


In addition to Finley 1986c, see Cook, R. M. 1955. Ktesias and the 
‘Oxyrhynchus Historian’: Cartledge 1987: 186, 66-7; Auberger 1991. 
Aristotle is properly designated an antiquary (Huxley 1973); though 
unusually historically minded for a philosopher (Weil 1960; Huxley 
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1972), he favoured poetry over history—wrongly, on his own principles 
(Ste. Croix 1975a). Poetry v. History generally: Gomme 1954. 


Entr’acte 
Plate 1 Myth v. History 
Parthenon frieze: Spivey 1996: ch. 7; Fullerton 2000: 79-88. 


Plate 2 Greeks v. Barbarians | 

Robertson 1992: 146 describes the scene on this vase as ‘a masterpiece 
in his black-comedy mood’. For an acute discussion of other Hera- 
kles—Busiris scenes, on Attic red-figure drinking cups signed by the 
painter Epiktetos (a slave-name meaning literally ‘the purchased’), see 
Lissarrague 1994. One of these, now in the Villa Giulia museum, 
emphasizes the sympotic, masculine-fantasy aspect by depicting in the 
tondo a naked woman riding a phallus-bird, what Lissarrague describes 
as ‘a picture of a fantastical hetaira’ (23). Developing Athenian attitudes 
to the Barbarian in the fourth century: Green 1996. 


Plate 3 Greeks v. Barbarians I] 

Discussion of Bassai frieze generally: Beard & Henderson 2000: 69, 
74-85, 124-5; Rhodes, R. F. 1995: 147-55. Intercutting of Greek v. Bar- 
barian and Men v. Women polarities: Sassi 2001: ch. 3. Arkadian 
mercenaries: Cartledge 1987: 316-17. Ancient Greek perceptions of eth- 
nicity: Malkin ed. 2001. 


Plate 4 Men v. Women 

For an excellent discussion of all the scenes on the kalyx krater see 
Osborne 1999. Three of the most incisive recent contributions to the 
study of Greek femininity as construed by males, in various forms of 
imaginative and historical literature, are Loraux 1993 (originally 1984), 
Zeitlin 1996, and Wohl 1998. For an intelligently critical response to, 
especially, Zeitlin, see Pelling 2000: ch. 10 (‘Lysistrata and others: con- 
structing gender’). Images of Amazons: Lissarrague 1992: 226-9. 


Plate 5 Citizens v. Aliens 

The translation of Pl. Smp. offered in the text is that of Christopher 
Rowe, OMNIBUS 41 (2001), 31 (emphasis original). ‘Between gods 
and beasts’: Detienne 1981; Detienne and Vernant (eds.) 1989. Literary 
representation of Alkibiades, from Aristophanes and Thucydides 
through to Plutarch: Gribble 1999 (ch. 4 for Plato). Satyrs: Lissarrague 


1990, 1993. 
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Plate 6 Free v. Slave 

‘Old Oligarch’: Ober 1998: ch. 1. Athenian fourth-century lead letter: 
Jordan 2000 (who also illustrates, figs. 5-7, a late fifth-century imita 
tion black-figure drinking cup from Abai in Lokris, depicting a quite 
horrifying scene of slave torture). Tattooed Thracian women on pots: cf. 
Lissarrague 1992: 199. Brygos Painter: Robertson 1992: 93-100. 


Plate 7 Gods v. Mortals | 


On divine worship generally: Schlesier 2000: on dedications: Cart- 
ledge 2000. 


Plate 8 Gods v. Mortals I] 

Gold stater: Price 1974: 22-3. pl. X1.55, pl. XV. Pausanias and Lysan 
der: Cartledge 1987: esp. 82-6. The Greekness of the Macedonians: 
Badian 1994: Hall, J. M. 1997: 64. Philip’s oriental ‘crusade’: Griffith 
1979: 458-63. 


3. Alien Wisdom: Greeks v. Barbarians 
General 


Besides being an admirable account of its own subject, Hall, E. 1989 
contains an extremely useful bibliography; cf. generally Drews 1973: 
Momigliano 1975; and Browning 1989. Recent publications include 
Burkert 1992; Morris, S. P. 1992; Georges 1994; Hartog 1996. 


Constructing Ethnic Identities (pp. 51-3) 


As a political polemicist Bernal (1987-91) has been brilliantly success- 
ful; as a historiographer he is not entirely implausible; but as an ancient 
historian his amateur status (he is a professor of modern Chinese gov- 
ernment studies) is palpable--see e.g. the academic responses to Bernal 
1987-91: i in Peradotto and Levine 1989, and now Hall, E. 1992. On 
the Greek vocabulary of ‘barbarism’ see also Toynbee 1969: 58-63. On 
the Carian ethnic mix, Hornblower 1982: 1 1-14; on the ethnic status of 
Halikarnassos, Hornblower 1982: 10 and n. 48, 14 n. 69. 


The Invention of the Barbarian (pp. 53-6) 


For the process in general, and the contribution of Aeschylus’ Persians in 
particular, see Hall, E. 1989 passim; cf. Bacon 1961; Bovon 1963; Weiler 
1968; Baslez 1986. ‘Orientalism’ has become part of current academic par- 
lance thanks chiefly to Edward Said (1978/1995, 1985); cf. Kabbani 1986. 
‘Nation’, by contrast, is a term without an agreed definition (Tonkin. 
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McDonald, and Chapman 1989), although scholars do agree that the 
ancient Greeks were not or did not have one: Finley 19865; Walbank 1985a: 
1-19. The Greek Kroisos (Croesus) and xenia: Herman 1987: 19. The 
Delian League/Athenian Empire: Meiggs 1972. In addition see Gellner 
1983; Anderson 1991; Hobsbawm 1992; Ignatieff 1993; Cartledge 1995. 
Dissentient Voices (pp. 56-7) | 
Antiphon ‘the Sophist’: Hall, E. 1989: 218-21. Antiphon the oligarchic 
politician (probably one and the same Antiphon): Cartledge 1990a. 
Pan- Hellenism (pp. 57—60) 

Political pan-Hellenism: Perlman 1976. The Macedonian kings and 
the Olympics: Herodotus 5. 22 (concerning Alexander I nicknamed 
‘the Philhellene’, the carefully chosen internal addressee of 8. 143). 
Xenophon’s career: Anderson 1974; Cawkwell 1972, 1979; Nickel 
1979; Cartledge 1987: 57-61. Eleusinian Mysteries initiation (including 
stress on the ‘cultivated’ life—English too preserves the etymological 
ambiguity): Burkert 1985: 285-90. See also Badian 1994. 


Some Barbarians More Equal than Others (pp. 60-4) 


Greeks as mercenaries in pay of oriental barbarians: Momigliano 1975: 
75. Ktesias: Auberger 1991. Agesilaos-Pharnabazus interview: Gray 
1989: 52-8. Historical implications of xenia: Herman 1987. 


A Righteous Barbarian (pp. 64-5) 
The Cyropaedia as novel: Heiserman 1977; Tatum 1989; cf. generally 


Due 1989. Wrongly interpreted as fact: Hirsch 1985. Greeks and Jews: 
Momigliano 1975: 74-96. See also Gera 1993. 

Savagery and Civilization (pp. 65-70) 

‘Shadow’ of the Parthenon: Green 1972. Persian Empire: J. M. Cook 
1983. Thucydides (not) on Persia: Andrewes 1961. Herodotus’ auto- 
referentiality: Dewald 1987. Thucydides’ Thracian connection: Herman 


1990: 349-50. Comic Scythians at Athens: Vogt 1974: 8 and n. 21; cf. 
generally Long 1986. 


Holding Up the Mirror (pp. 70-1) 


On the mirror metaphor as such, see the reservations of Pocock 1985: 
29; on Hartog’s (1988) mirror in particular, Dewald 1990. Readership- 
audience of Herodotus: Momigliano 1978; Flory 1980. 
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Herodotus’ Egyptian Grid (pp. 71-4) 


The Egyptian /ogos has provided plenty of grist to the mill of Fehling 
1989. For more balanced views see Redfield 1985; Lloyd, A. B. 1990; cf. 
generally Froidefond 1971; Hartog 1986. Digressions in another, quite 
Herodotean, ancient historian (Ammianus Marcellinus): Matthews 
1989: 462-4. New World comparison: Chiapelli, Benson, and Chiapelli 
(eds.) 1976. 


‘Custom is King’ (pp. 74-5) 
Pindaric reappropriation: Evans 1965. Protagoras’ ‘Man is the 
Measure’: Farrar 1988: 44-98 (giving the doctrine a democratic spin). 


‘Herodotus’ Law’ (of Oriental Despotism) (pp. 75-7) 
Momigliano 1979; Cartledge 1990b; Evans 1991: 8-40 (‘The imperial- 
ist impulse’). Herodotus on Scythians: apart from Hartog 1988, see 
Lloyd, A. B. 1990; cf. on binary opposition of pastoralists and sedentary 
agriculturalists: Briant 1982: 9—56. 


4. Engendering History: Men v. Women 


General 


Western and other attitudes to Woman: Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974; 
MacCormack and Strathern 1980; Keuls 1986; Scott 1988. Origins of 
Western attitude in Greece: Arthur 1984. Also relevant to the chapter 
as a whole are Pomeroy 1975/6; Lefkowitz 1981; Cameron and Kuhrt 
(eds.) 1983; Lévy (ed.) 1983; Gallo 1984; Peradotto and Sullivan (eds.) 
1984; duBois 1988; Clark, G. 1989; Halperin, Winkler, and Zeitlin (eds.) 
1990; Pomeroy (ed.) 1991; Schmitt Pantel (ed.) 1992. Recent publi- 
cations include Fantham et al. 1994; Reeder (ed.) 1995; Doherty 2001. 


Genesis as Myth (pp. 78-9) 

Laqueur’s (1989) attribution of a ‘one-sex’ view to the Classical Greeks 
is controversial. Nature v. Culture debate in biological context: 
Jordanova 1980; cf. Ortner 1974. 


The ‘Second’ Sex (pp. 79-80) 


The title and subtitle of Sanday and Goodenough (eds.) 1990 are a 
tribute to de Beauvoir’s influence; cf. Moi 1989; and a special issue of 
Yale French Studies (no. 72, 1987). Women in Christian tradition: 
Ranke-Heinemann 1990/1. 


212 Further Reading 


Male Ordering (pp. 80-1) 


Modern Greek anthropology: Dubisch 1986, esp. Du Boulay 1986, 
Friedl 1986, and Herzfeld 1986; also Du Boulay 1974. 


Aristotle's Woman (pp. 81-5) 


Clark, S. R. L. 1982 is apropos generally; cf. on the scientific side 
specifically Horowitz 1979; Lloyd, G. E. R. 1983: 94-105; Said 1983; 
Dean-Jones 1991; Sissa 1992. Hippokratic women: Lloyd, G. E. R. 1983: 
62-86: Rousselle 1980: Hanson 1991. Aristotelian teleology: Lloyd, 
G. E. R. 1987: 319-29. Left-right polarization: Needham 1973; Lloyd, 
G. E. R. 1973; Vidal-Naquet 1986b. The ‘feminist’ Plato is deconstructed 
by Zeitlin 1990: 90-6. See also Dean-Jones 1994. 


The Silent Women of Thucydides (pp. 85-9) 


Aristotle on Spartan women: Cartledge 19814. Thucydidean silence: 
Wiedemann 1983; Harvey 1985; Loraux 1989c; and Cartledge 1993. 
Women and war: Schaps 1982; Loraux 1989d. Herodotus’ multiple ref- 
erences to women: Dewald 1981. The translation of Thucydides 2. 45 
is by J. S. Rusten. On Thucydides 3. 74. 2 see Loraux 1989c. Athenian 
citizenship law: Davies 1977/8; Loraux 1981, Patterson, C. B. 1981; cf. 
for various aspects of Athenian women’s formal legal position Ste. 
Croix 1970; Gould 1980; Just 1989. But note Versnel 1987; Cohen, D. 
1991 (possibility for ‘negotiation’ of social roles). Aeschylean ‘misogy- 
ny’: Zeitlin 1984. Hai Attikai formula: Patterson, C. B. 1986; cf. Mossé 
1985. Non-naming of respectable Athenian women in public: Schaps 
1977. In addition see Boegehold 1994. 


Dramatic Women (pp. 89—91) 


Generally: Winkler and Zeitlin 1990, esp. Zeitlin 1990. Comedy: 
Gardner 1989; Cartledge 1990a: 32-42. Tragedy: Zeitlin 1984; Goldhill 
1986: 107-37. Antigones: Steiner, G. 1984; a recent interpretation: 
Sourvinou-Inwood 1989. Hubris: Fisher 1992. See also Taaffe 1993. 


An Ethnography of Alterity: Between Myth and Utopia 

(pp. 91-5) 

Herodotean ‘usages’: Tourraix 1976; Rosellini and Said 1978; cf. gen- 
erally Vidal-Naquet 1986e. Lykian matronymy: Pembroke 1965. 
Amazons as type: Kirk, I. 1987. Amazons in Greek perception: Carlier- 
Detienne 1980; duBois 1982; Tyrrell 1984, aptly described as ‘a gener- 
al disquisition on the dynamics of the male/female polarity in Greek 
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cultural life’-—Marilyn Arthur in Signs (Spring 1987), 591. Athenian 
vase-painting: Lissarrague 1992: 227, fig. 61; generally Harvey 19885; 
Bérard 1989b. Women in Sparta: Redfield 1977/8; Cartledge 19815; 
Dettenhofer 1994b. Spartan ‘mirage’ generally: Ollier 1933-43; Rawson 
1969. Recent work includes Powell and Hodkinson (eds.) 1994. 


Sparta through the Looking-Glass (pp. 95-7) 

The representation and status of Spartan wives are discussed from dif- 
ferent standpoints in Cartledge 1981b and Redfield 1977/8. 

A Greek Wonderwoman (pp. 97-9) 

Artemisia: Weil, R. 1976; Munson 1988. Aeschylean Persians: Hall, E. 
1989: 69 -100. Greek military code: Loraux 1989); cf. Schaps 1982. 
Two Oriental Cautionary Tales (pp. 99-101) 

Amestris: Sancisi-Weerdenburg 1983: 27-30; Gray 1989: 15-16. Wife 
of Kandaules: Gray 1989: 71. 

A Modest Proposal (pp. 101-3) 


The ‘subtle’ Xenophon: Higgins 1977. Wife of Iskkhomakhos: Harvey 
1984; Foucault 1985/7: 152-65. Mania: Gray 1989: 29-32; Cartledge 
1993b. In addition see Pomeroy 1994. 


The Perfect Wife (pp. 103-4) 


Pantheia: Tatum 1989; manner of her death: compare and contrast 
Loraux 1988. I have elaborated my views in Cartledge 1993). See also 
Oost 1977: cf. North 1977; Murnaghan 1988. 


5. In the Club: Citizens v. Aliens 
The Primacy of Politics? (pp. 105-8) 


Marx and Antiquity: Ste. Croix 1981: 19-30. Annaliste response 
to Marx: e.g. Braudel 1980. Greek political sphere: Vernant 1983d 
(espace civique), Meier 1990 (das Politische). Alkaios’ agora: Burn 
1978: 242. Politeia usage: Bordes 1982. See also Hansen (ed.) 1993. 


Herodotus and the Tyranny of Nomos (pp. 108-13) 


Herodotean power-discourse: Momigliano 1979; Hartog 1988: 322-40; 
Cartledge 1990b. Nomos in Herodotus: Giraudeau 1984. Greek inven- 
tion of ‘politics’: Finley 1983; Farrar 1988; cf. Dunn 1993. ‘Persian 
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Debate’: Lasserre 1976; cf. Dihle 1962; Raaflaub 1989; de Romilly 
1992: 219, 221. The ‘wise adviser’ in Herodotus: Lattimore 19396. In 
addition see Lateiner 1989. 


Thucydides and the Utility of History (pp. 114-17) 


‘The human thing’: Cogan 1981 (though his identification is unpersua- 
sive). Thucydidean utility: Dover 1973: 35-44; Parry 1981: 103-13. A 
modern view: Ehrenberg 19746: 154-7. 


Xenophon and the Privatization of the Political (pp. 117-19) 
Greek and oriental historiography contrasted: Momigliano 1991: 
1-28. Xenophon’s idea of history: Sordi 1950-1; Henry 1967; 
Cawkwell 1979; Cartledge 1987: 61-5; Gray 1989. Recent work 
includes Dillery 1995. 


Oriental Despotism Revalued (pp. 119-21) 


Fourth-century monarchism generally: Ehrenberg 1974c. Monarchism 
in the Cyropaedia: Carlier 1978. 


Reluctant Mercenaries (pp. 121-2) 


The fourth-century mercenary phenomenon: Cartledge 1987: 314-30; 
Garlan 1989a: 143-72. Xenophon’s projected colony: Nussbaum 1978. 


Aristotle and the Teleological Polis (pp. 122-3) 


Mulgan 1977; Keyt and Miller (eds.) 1991; Lord and O’Connor (eds.) 
1991. League of Corinth and Greek federalism: Larsen 1968; Harding 
1985: no. 101. For a more recent view see Stalley 1995. 


Who Was the Greek Citizen? (pp. 123-6) 


Aristotelian civism: Mossé 1967; Pečirka 1967; Clark, S. R. L. 1975; 
Huxley 1979: 40-50; Lévy 1980; Whitehead 1991. Athenian metic sta- 
tus: Whitehead 1977, 1986. Outsiders in the Greek city: Baslez 1984; 
Whitehead 1984; Lonis 1988. 


Stasis, not Stasis (pp. 126-9) 


Greek stasis: Lintott 1982; Loraux 1991. Aristotelian binarism: Ste. 
Croix 1981: 69-81. Thucydidean stasis: Wassermann 1947; Macleod 
19835; Loraux 19866; Connor 1991: 60-5. Xenophontic stasis: Gray 
1989: 94-106. See also Manopoulos 1991; Berger 1992. 
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A Discourse of Civic Harmony (pp. 129-32) 


On the funeral speech as a genre, see Loraux 1986a; on the Menexenos, 
see Coventry 1989. On the values expressed or implied in the funeral 
speech, see also Walcot 1973 and Loraux 1982. 


6. Of Inhuman Bondage: Free v. Slave 

General 

Relevant to the chapter as a whole are several works by Finley 
(esp. 1979, 1980) and the two collections he edited (1968, 1987), 
Wiedemann 1987; Garlan 1988. Comparatively: Cartledge 19854; 
Archer (ed.) 1988. 


Slavery Begins at Home (pp. 133-5) 


Twentieth-century slavery: Sawyer 1986. Aristotle and the American 
Indians: Hanke 1959; Huxley 1980; Pagden 1986: 27-56. 


Ideology or Philosophy? (pp. 135-41) 


Roman slavery: Buckland 1908. Ancient ideology of slavery: Schlaifer 
1968; Ste. Croix 1975b; Finley 1980; Ste. Croix 1981: 409-52; Clark, 
S. R. L. 1985; Just 1985; Garnsey 1996. Aristotelian doctrine: weak defence 
by Fortenbaugh 1977; Schofield 1990 is better but overstresses Aristotle’s 
philosophical anti-conventionalism; Schlaifer 1968: 130-2 and Smith 1991 
expose the logical flaws; cf. briefly Lloyd, G. E. R. 1991b: 365-6 for 
relationship of science and morality in Aristotle. In addition to the 
above see Bradley 1994. 


Aristotelian Meanness (pp. 141-3) 

Aristotle’s contemporary opponents: Cambiano 1987. Necessity of 
leisure: Stocks 1936; cf. Aymard 1967). Greek ideas of freedom: Finley 
1981d, Raaflaub 1985; de Romilly 1989; Patterson, O. 1991. 


Between Free Men and Slaves (pp. 143-5) 


Formula: Finley 19815; cf. Lotze 1959. The translation of Pollux 3. 83 
is from Cartledge 1979: 352. ‘Elements of freedom’: Westermann 
19685. Helots: Cartledge 1979: ch. 10; Cartledge 1987: ch. 10; Ducat 
1990 (with caution). 


Greek Historiography of Servitude (pp. 145-7) 

Generally Vidal-Naquet 1986d. The ‘serfdom’ debate: Ste. Croix 1981: 
147-62; contra Garlan 1988: 93 102. Kritias and the Penestai: Lintott 
1982: 269-70. Recent work includes Ducat 1994; Hunt, P. 1998. 
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Chattel Slaves in Battle (pp. 147-9) 


Generally: Welwei 1974-7; Hunt, P. 1998. Arginousai: Garlan 1988: 
164-6. Kerkyra: Loraux 1989c. Khios: Garlan 1988: 171 and n. 70. 


No Safety in Numbers? (pp. 150-1) 

Athens: Westermann 19686 is balanced. Figures for modern slave- 
societies: Patterson, O. 1982: appendix C. Thucydides’ ‘more than twice 
ten thousand’: Parke 1932. 

Man-Footed Creatures (pp. 151-3) 

Herodotus on slaves: Harvey 1988a; cf. Wiesen 1980. Enslavement of 
war-captives: Pritchett 1991: 223-45. 

Barbarian Sources (pp. 153-5) 

Thrace as source: Finley 1981/. ‘Attic Stelai’: Austin and Vidal-Naquet 
1977: no. 75. Recommendation of ethnic mix of slaves: Ste. Croix 
1981: 146. ‘Thratta’: Ehrenberg 1962: 172. Visual representation: 
Lissarrague 1992: 198, fig. 37. 


Servile Functions (pp. 155-6) 
Debate over slaves in agriculture: Jameson 1977/8 and Ste. Croix 1981: 


505-9 v. Wood 1988. Garlan 19894 is decisive in favour of their use by 
large landowners. See also Jameson 1994. 


A Return to Ideology (pp. 156-8) 
Servile interregnum at Argos: Garlan 1988: 99. 


Greeks: Barbarians: :Free:Slave (pp. 158-60) 
‘Unwritten laws’: Ostwald 1986: 130, 252. 


Free:Slave::Men: Women? (pp. 160-1) 

Greek ideas of self-control: North 1977; Most 1989. Slaves as ‘chil- 
dren’: Golden 1985. Aristotle and the feminine psyche: Clark, S. R. L. 
1982; Just 1985 (confessedly indebted to Dover 1974 for collection of 
evidence and commentary); Vidal-Naquet 1986e: 207. St Paul: Ste. 
Croix 1981: 104-5. 


Free:Slave::Citizen:Alien (pp. 161-5) 


Slavery and citizenship: Finley 1981d; Raaflaub 1983; Clark, S. R. L. 
1985; cf. for an American comparison Morgan 1975. Democratic 
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respect for sovereignty of laws: Ostwald 1986. Critics of democracy: 
Jones, A. H. M. 1957: 41-72; Finley 19856; Ober 1998; Roberts 1994. 
‘Servile’ occupations and attitudes to labour: Schlaifer 1968: 99-104; cf. 
Aymard 1948, 1967b; Vernant 1983c. 


Freedom and Independence Externalized (pp. 165-6) 
autonomia/eleutheria slogans: Ostwald 1982; cf. Ste. Croix 1954/5. 
Athenian imperial ‘tyranny’: Tuplin 1985. Spartan intervention at 
Mantineia: Cartledge 1987: 257-62. Obstacles to interstate freedom: 
Larsen 1962. 


7. Knowing your Place: Gods v. Mortals 

General 

Of general relevance are Gernet and Boulanger 1932; Fondation 
Hardt 1952; Rudhardt 1958; Nock 1972a, Gordon (ed.) 1981; 
Rudhardt 1981a; Burkert 1985; Easterling and Muir (eds.) 1985; 
Vernant 19914; Bruit Zaidman and Schmitt Pantel 1992. Recent 
work on this subject includes Bremmer 1994. 


The Greeks Did Not Have a Word for It (pp. 167-9) 


Derivation of ‘religion’: Ste. Croix 19726. Polytheism: Rudhardt 
1966. Continuities between paganism and Christianity: Lane Fox 
1986; discontinuities: Price 1984: 11-15. (Rightly, there is no chap- 
ter on religion in Finley 1981/.) Greek religious festivals: Cartledge 
1985a. 


Greek Religion as a System of Cultural Self-Definition (pp. 
169-71) 

Discussion of Geertz: Helgeland 1986. ‘Making sense’ of Greek 
religion: Rudhardt 19815; Gould 1985; cf. Vernant 1991d; and on 
Vernant, Segal 1982. 


The Origins of the Gods (pp. 171-4) 


Herodotus on names of gods: Linforth 1926, 1928; Lattimore 1939a; 
Burkert 1982. Xenophanes on nature of gods: Kirk, Raven, and 
Schofield 1983: 168-9; cf. Dover 19885: 152-3. Diagoras: Dover 19885: 
137-8; cf. generally Fahr 1969. Protagoras’ agnosticism: Müller 1967; 
Farrar 1988: 50-3. 
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Herodotus’ Religious Mirror (pp. 174-7) 


Ancient death and burial generally: Gnoli and Vernant (eds.) 1982. 
Scythian royal burials: Hartog 1982. Spartan royal burials: Cartledge 
1987: 331-43. Greek animal blood-sacrifice: compare and contrast Kirk, 
G. S. 1981 with Vernant 1991c (both in Fondation Hardt 1981); also 
Burkert 1983 with Detienne and Vernant 1989. 


The Debate over Anthropomorphism Renewed (pp. 177-84) 


Aristotle's gods: Verdenius 1960. Myth of Prometheus: Bruit Zaidman 
and Schmitt Pantel 1992: 164-9. Sokrates’ condemnation: Garland 
1992: 136-51. Filial piety: Dover 1974: 274-5. The Athenian plague as 
daimonion: Mikalson 1984. Athenian introduction of Boreas: Garland 
1992: 71, 163. ‘God-making’ comparatively: Haldane 1985. See also 
Wallace 1994. 


Staying the Hand of God (pp. 184-9) 

Religion in history—Xenophon: Gray 1989: 157; Herodotus: Waters 
1985: 96. 118; Gould 1989: 67-76. Thucydides: Stahl 1966; Oost 1975; 
Marinatos 1981a; Chambers 1991; Hornblower 1992. Thucydides 2. 
17. 1-2: Marinatos 19816 v. Dover 1988d. 


8. Epilogue 
Otherness v. Classicism (pp. 191-2) 


See works cited under Prologue, ‘The Greeks and “Us”. 


A Religious Theatre (pp. 192-6) 


Generally: Goldhill 1986; Winkler and Zeitlin (eds.) 1990. Festivals: 
Cartledge 1985a, 1990a: 1-10. Athenian self-representation: Segal 
1986; Zeitlin 19864, 1989. Alleged religious crisis of Sophistic ‘enlight- 
enment’: Burkert 1985: 311-17; cf. Fahr 1969. Religious theatre: 
Mikalson 1991. 


A Political Theatre (pp. 196-8) 


Democratic origins of tragedy: Connor 1990. Democratic sortition: 
Headlam 1933. Demosthenes’ mugging and his democratic response: 
Wilson 1991. Recent works include Segal 1995; Easterling (ed.) (1997). 
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An Open Society? (p. 198) 
On Greek civic freedom (and its limitations) see esp. Finley 1981d and 
Patterson, O. 1991. 


Afterword 

Origins, motives, and aims (pp. 199-200) 

A German translation, under the title Die Griechen und Wir, by Drs 
Reinhard Brenneke and Barbara von Reibnitz, was published by the 
Metzler Verlag in 1998; a Japanese translation by Dr Y. Hashiba 
appeared in 2001. To these three translators I am indebted for their 
patient and skilful work. 


On ‘classic’ status, see the quotation from Christian Meier reproduced 
at the beginning of the Epilogue above, p. 191. 


Which Greeks? Whose Greeks? (pp. 200-2) 

Quotation from Osborne 2000: 23. I cannot resist citing, as an egregious 
instance of laxity of usage, McNiven 1995. Also unacceptably loose is 
Barkan 1995: 73, a discussion of Victorian ‘Othering’ of the Classical 
(Greek) nude. See also, e.g., Dover (ed.) 1992, which begins with 
Roman perceptions; or Hélscher (ed.) 2000, which has a section entitled 
‘Von der Antike in die Neuzeit und Zuriick’. On cultural relativism see 
recently Barry 2001, though he merely asserts, rather than justifies, the 
distinction he draws between locally varying conventional norms and 
universally, cross-culturally valid principles. 


Researching otherwise (p. 202) 

See further Cartledge 1998 and my contributions to Cartledge (ed.) 
2002. Sargisson 2000: ch. 5, in a book concerned with ‘the politics of 
transgression’, has a discussion of ‘Self/Other Relations’ within a 
framework of ‘green political thought’. 
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